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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. Justice Barnes will act as Vacation Judge during the 
Whitsun Vacation, and will, it is understood, a at Queen’s 
Bench chambers every working day from the 24th inst. until the 
29th inst. at half-past ten on each day. ing cases in all 
divisions of the court will be entertained on any of these days. 


On Tuurspay last several of the judges were absent from 
court, attending a sitting at the House of Lords of the Rule 
Committee, including among their number the three Lords Jus- 
tices who would otherwise have sat in A’ Court No, 1, in 
addition to the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Onanuzs. 
Considering how busy the committee has been of late, we may 
mney expect to see some result of their labours within a 

ort time. 





WE ARE INFORMED on good authority that no tickets for the 
opening of the Imperial Institute were sent to members of the 
bar, although it might have been considered that at least the 
leading counsel, or, at any rate, those who are members of the 
House of Commons, would have been favoured with invitations 
to attend the ceremony. Some dissatisfaction is felt at this 
omission, especially as many tickets were distributed among the 
higher officials in the Royal Courts of Justice. 





WE print elsewhere a letter on the encroachments of account- 
a wen oes the pcg Ab ote oa =o readers. 

e text of the letter isan ex i ill, w we regret 
to say is backed by Sir Ausert Rowurz, relating to chartered 
accountants, by which it is proposed to provide that, after the 
8lst of December, 1893, no one but a chartered accountant 
shall, among other things, undertake professionally for pay the 
office of auditor of any public company, receiver in Chancery, 
liquidator of a company, or trustee of any estate in bankruptey, 
under penalty of a fine not ramping: Fa. and a further fine 
not exceeding £1 for every day on which the offence is repeated 
after conviction. That is to say, solicitors are to be absol 
excluded from these offices. is is certainly a cool , 
and as our correspondent “ unless and until it is with- 
drawn must be hunted down by all legitimate means.” It is 
that some member will be found, on the 

proposals, 





Tr appears to have been abundantly demonstrated to the 


| judges of the Chancery Division that the scheme of establish+ 
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ing a “selected list” of witness actions is not altogether a 
success. One useful idea has, however, sprung out of that 
plan, which is to be carried into effect during the next 
sittings. Each of the four judges who have chambers 
will in turn (beginning with Mr. Justice Kexewicu) devote 
a fortnight, with the exception of Mondays, to hearing 
witness actions from his own list, while during that time 
his motions and unopposed petitions will be disposed of by 
one of his colleagues. Several advantages will arise from this 
new arrangement. First, the benefit which suitors derive from 
the greater continuity of the hearing of cases, which the 
“selected list ” was intended to give them, is retained—that is 
* to say, a case may go on being heard for ten consecutive days 
(if it lasts so long) with only a short break of two days in 
the middle of the time. Next, each judge will be hearing 
actions which were originally assigned to him, and conse- 
quently the leading counsel who have originally been retained 
will not find it necessary to deal with a state of circumstances 
requiring them ‘‘to be in two places at once.” Moreover, if 
the judge should not complete the hearing of a case during 
the fortnight, he can continue the hearing until it is com- 
ap and if, after this, his interlocutory work is not excessive, 
ecan at any time go on with the hearing of witness actions 
in his own list. Under this new plan it may be expected that 
the motions and unopposed petitions will in practice be left in 
charge of the junior bar, and that the leaders will be able to 
devote their energies to the witness actions, and that, the 
work being thus divided, neither suitors nor solicitors will 
suffer any great inconvenience. Looking back to the time it 
has taken to dispose of this first (and it is to be hoped last) 
‘‘ selected list,”” one cannot but believe that had the witness lists 
been dealt with as it isin future proposed to deal with them, 
no smaller number would have been disposed of during the 
Easter Sittings. 





Tue ErFecr of those magic words ‘‘ without prejudice” has 
hitherto been considered as being, in the language of Lord 
Esner, M.R., in Walker v. Wilsher (37 W. R. 723), “that 
letters written without prejudice ought not to be looked at 
without the consent of both parties.’ This, his lordship said, 
was “a good rule,” and in the above-mentioned case the Court 
of Appeal held that a judge was wrong in looking at letters 
written “‘ without prejudice ” in order to see whether there was 
good cause for depriving a successful party to an action of 
costs. As will be seen by the report of the case of Ex parte 
Holt, Re Daintrey, in another column, an ingenious use was 
made of this doctrine, apparently with a view of preventing a 
letter by a debtor to a creditor, practically amounting to a notice 
of suspension of payment, from operating as an act of bank- 
ruptcy, under section 4, sub-section (1) (4), of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. There does not appear to have been evidence that 
circulars in similar form were addressed to the debtor’s other 
creditors. The letter was headed ‘Private and confidential : 
without prejudice,” and by reason of the latter words the 
registrar of the Brighton County Court held that the letter 
could not Le looked at; but this decision was reversed by the 
Divisional Court. It is obviously unlikely that such an at- 
tempt to evade the provision of the Bankruptcy Act would be 
allowed to succeed ; but there seems to be some difficulty as to 
the grounds on which the decision was based. The court said, 
no doubt correctly, that ‘the rule which excluded documents 
marked ‘without prejudice’ had no application unless some 
person was in dispute or negotiation with others, and terms 
were offered for the settlement of the dispute or negotiation, 
and the judge must necessarily be entitled to look at the docu- 
ment in order to determine whether the conditions under which 
alone the rule applied existed. The rule was a rule adopted to 
enable disputants without prejudice to engage in discussion for 
the purpose of arriving at terms of peace, and unless there was 
a dispute or negotiation and an offer the rule had no applica- 
tion.” In the recent case, however, these conditions appeared to 
be complied with: there was a dispute, for there was an action 
pending between the parties ; there was an offer of a composi- 
tion which was intended to apply, amongst other things, to the 
petitioner’s claim in the action. It was therefore necessary to 


find a new ground for rejecting the operation of the words 
‘without prejudice.” This the court found in the doctrine that 
“the rule had no application to a document which in its nature 
might prejudice the person to whom it was addressed if he 
should reject the offer.” We confess we do not understand this 
doctrine ; nor do we find any explanation in the judgment of the 
mode in which the offer would necessarily prejudice the person 
to whom it was addressed. It would seem simpler to say that a 
notice coming within section 4 (1) (#) of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, is an act of bankruptcy, however it may be framed. 








In tHE case of Powell v. London and Provincial Bank (Limited) 
(reported elsewhere) the Court of Appeal declined, under the cir- 
cumstances of the case, to infer that there had been redelivery 
of a transfer at first executed in blank and afterwards filled u 
by the transferee. As to the ceremony of delivery, it is settl 
that no actual handing over of the deed by the grantor to the 
grantee is required. Indeed delivery in this connection appears 
to have ceased to have any relation to the physical fact of 
delivery, and to be implied from any words or acts which shew 
that the deed is treated by the party in question to have been 
finally executed as his deed. ‘‘No particular technical form of 
words or acts is necessary to render an instrument the deed of 
the party sealing it. The mere affixing the seal does not render 
it a deed; but as soon as there are acts or words sufficient 
to shew that it is intended by the party to be executed as his 
deed presently binding on him, it is sufficient. The most 
apt and expressive mode of indicating such an intention 
is to hand it over, saying: ‘I deliver this as my deed’; 
but any other words or acts that sufficiently shew that it was 
intended to be finally executed will do as well” (per Buack- 
BURN, J., Xenos v. Wickham, L. R. 2 H. 1, at p. 312). Hence, 
as was held in that case, there may be delivery of a deed 
although the maker of the deed has never let it go out of his 
possession. And upon the same principle it is easy to hold that 
there may be redelivery of a deed, although the deed upon the 
first delivery has been given up by the maker, and has never 
got back into his possession. ‘‘ Anything to shew that he 
treated the deed as his deed is enough” (per Wii1ams, J., 
Tupper v. Foulkes, 9 C. B. N.8., at p. 809). In Hudson v. Revett 
(5 Bing. 36%) the defendant executed a deed in favour of credi- 
tors. A blank was left for one of the principal debts, the exact 
amount of which, being subsequently ascertained, was in- 
serted in the blank next day, in the defendant’s presence and 
with his assent. He afterwards in various ways recognized 
the deed as valid. It was held, either that the deed was 
in the first place delivered conditionally so as to be perfect on 
the filling up of the blanks, or, if redelivery was necessary, 
that there was evidence that this had taken place. So 
where a deed was shewn to the person on whose behalf it 
purported to have been made, and he adopted it, this was held 
to amount to a redelivery by him: Tupper v. Foulkes (supra) ; 
and in Goodright vy. Strachan (Cowp. 201) mere acknowledgment 
of the rights of the parties under the deed was held to be 
enough. In the present case of Powell vy. Provincial Bank the 
defendants, to whom the blank transfer had been delivered, 
and who had made advances on the security of it, gave notice 
to the transferor that they were going to procure registration, 
and without any objection on his part they filled up the blanks 
and were registered as owners of the stock. The transferor 
did not know, however, exactly how the transfer was filled up, 
and there had been no recognition of it by him before the deed 
was sent in for registration. On these grounds the Court of 
Appeal distinguished the case from the above authorities, and 
keld that there had been no redelivery. 





Tue peciston of the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Lester, Re 
Lynes, reported elsewhere, shews that the present state of the law, 
as regards the liability of a married woman who carries on a sepa- 
rate trade to be made a bankrupt, is very unsatisfactory and 
anomalous. Section 1 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
| 1882, provides, by sub-section 5, that ‘‘every married woman 
|earrying on a trade separately from her husband shall, im 
' respect of her separate property, be subject to the bankruptey 
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laws in the same way as if she were a feme sole.” Notwith- 
standing these plain words, the Court of Appeal have held that 
a married woman who carries on a separate trade cannot be 
compelled to commit an act of bankruptcy by means of a 
bankruptcy notice. In Re Lynes a creditor had obtained a final 
judgment against a married woman who was trading separately 
for a sum exceeding £50, the judgment being in the form 
settled by the Court of Appeal in Scott v. Morley (32 Soxicrrors’ 
Journal, 42, 20 Q. B. D. 120)—viz., “that the plaintiff do 
recover £—— and costs (to be taxed) against the defendant, 
such sum and costs to be payable out of her separate property 
as hereinafter mentioned, and not otherwise. And it is ordered 
that execution herein be limited to the separate property of the 
defendant not subject to any restriction against anticipation, 
unless, by section 19 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, the property shall be liable to execution notwithstanding 
such restriction.” Having obtained this judgment, the creditor 
applied to the Court of Bankruptcy to issue a bankruptcy 
notice, under sub-section (1) (g) of section 4 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, against the married woman. The registrar refused 
to issue the notice, on the ground that a married woman cannot 
owe a debt, but there can only bea debt due from her separate 
estate. The Court of Appeal affirmed this decision, resting 
their judgments upon the words of sub-section 1 (g): ‘Ifa 
creditor has obtained a final judgment against Aim,” and has 
served on him a bankruptcy notice ‘‘ requiring him to pay the 
judgment debt in accordance with the terms of the judgment ” ; 
and upon the form of a bankruptcy notice (No. 6 in the Appendix 
to the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886), which requires the person on 
whom it is served to ‘‘ pay.” to the creditor “the sum of £—— 
claimed by him as being the amount due on a final judgment 
obtained by him against you.” The court said that th ank- 
ruptcy notice must follow the terms of the judgment, and that 
the Form No. 6 is not in accordance with the terms of a judg- 
ment against a married woman. The notice would require her 
“to pay’ the sum claimed, whereas she was not bound to pay 
it except out of her separate property. Such a notice could not 
be served on a married woman, and sub-section | (yg) was not 
applicable to her. But it did not follow that a married woman 
could not be made a bankrupt by means of the other acts of 
bankruptcy mentioned in section 4 (1). 


Ir sEEms to us not very easy to reconcile this decision with the 
express words of section 1 (5) of the Married Women’s Property 
Act. It may be said that the Bankruptcy Act is a later Act, but 
the answer to that is, that section 152 of the Bankruptcy Act 
expressly provides that ‘‘nothing in this Act shall affect the 
provisions of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882.” And 
it is also worthy of note that rule 5 of the Rules of 1886 pro- 
vides that ‘the forms in the appendix, where applicable, and 
where they are not applicable forms of the like character, with 
such variations as circumstances may require, shall be used,” 
from which it would seem that the Form No. 6 might be modi- 
fied so as to meet the case of the peculiar judgment against a 
married woman. It should also, we think, be borne in mind 
that at the time when the Married Women’s Property Act was 
passed the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, was in force. Under that 
Act the procedure corresponding to a bankruptcy notice under 
the ah saat Act, 1883, was a debtor’s summons, which, by 
section 6 (6), wasto require the debtor “to pay a sum due” of 
an amount not less than £50. And the form of summons (Ne. 
4 in the schedule to the Bankruptcy Rules, 1870) warned the 
debtor that, ‘unless you do pay” the sum claimed within the 
time mentioned, “you will ol committed an act of bank- 
ruptcy.” It seems to us that the reasoning of the Court of 
Appeal would have applied equally to a debtor’s summons under 
the Bankruptcy Act of 1869; and yet the Legislature, in 1882, 
expressly enacted that a married woman who is trading sepa- 
rately ‘‘shall, in respect of her separate property, be subject to 
the bankruptcy laws in the same way as if she were a feme sole.” 
We cannot help thinking that the Legislature must have 
intended that such a married woman should be placed, with 
regard to her separate estate, in exactly the same position as a 
Some sole, and that all the procedure in bankruptcy should be 
available against her, with this limitation, that only her sepa- 





rate property should be affected. It is high time, we think, 
that the anomaly which is now down exist should be 
removed b fresh legislation. A bankruptcy notice is the 
easiest, and sometimes the only, mode of ctapalilnn a debtor to 
commit an act of bankruptcy, and in principle we cannot see 
any reason why a married woman who is trading separately 
should be able to set her creditors at defiance. women .are 
to enjoy the same rights as men they should surely be subject to 
the same liabilities. 





Section 26 of the Real Pro Limitation Act, 1833, which 
relieves against the bar of the statute in cases of concealed 
fraud, does not ompene hitherto to have been of much service to 
claimants. In Chetham v. Hoare (L. R. 9 Eq. 571), where the 
defendan‘ and his ancestors had been in possession of the estates 
for 149 years, Matrns, V.C., commented on the alarming nature 
of the proposition that an action could be maintained to recover 
possession of land after such a period, and the effect such a state 
of things might have in shaking the security of pres. Inas- 
much, however, as the statute did recognize the possibility of 
an indefinite sxtension of time, it was necessary, he said, in the 
interests of society, to insist on the very strictest interpretation, 
and upon this principle the courts have always acted. For the 
claimant to succeed he has three points to establish. He must 
oe the concealed fraud ; he must shew that he or his pre- 

ecessors in title were — of the land by it; and he must 
shew that the fraud could not, with reasonable diligence, have 
been discovered earlier. As to concealed fraud, no better defini- 
tion, perhaps, has been suggested than that given by Krvperstey, 
V.C., in Petre v. Petre (1 Drew., at p. 397): ‘It does not mean 
the case of a party entering wrongfully into possession ; it means 
a case of dulenad fraud, by which a party, knowing to whom 
the right belongs, conceals the circumstances giving that right, 
and by means of such concealment enables himself to enter 
and hold.” But the plaintiff’s difficulty is not in making 
out a plausible story of a concealed fraud; the other two 
points are usually sufficient to wreck his case at the outset. 
As a rule the court refuses to believe that the fraud could not 
with due diligence have been discovered earlier. This was so 
when the claim to the ‘‘ Jennzns’ Estates,” recently decided by 
the Court of Appeal, was before Matins, V.O., some a ago 
(Willis v. Eark Howe, 50 L. J. Ch. 14), and also in Chetham v. 
Hoare (supra) and Lawrance v. Lord Norreys y W. R. 753, 15 
App. Cas. 210). Upon the present revival of the litigation in 
Willis v. Earl Howe the Court of Appeal were prepared to adopt 
the same view, but it was also clear that, even assuming the 
fraud to have been committed as alleged, the plaintiff's prede- 
cessor was not thereby deprived of the land. His title, if he 
had any, accrued when the first Curzon took possession in 1798, 
and time was already running when the second of that family 
entered in 1805. Moreover, whether the latter was really a 
Curzon, or whether, as the plaintiff alleged, he was a supposi- 
titious child, could make no difference. either case, accord- 
ing to the plaintiff’s story, he was without title, and an action 
might then have been brought against him. Naturally the 
Court of Appeal affirmed the order of Kexewicu, J., dismissing 
the action as frivolous and vexatious. 





In THE CASE Of Re Powell's ee p. 454) the court 
has gone rather beyond what was decided in the Apollinaris case 
(1891, 2 Ch. 186) as to the meaning of “a in i - 
within the —— of the rome a * of 1883, Pony 
section provi t “any person aggri y any entry C) 
without sufficient cause in any kept under” that Act 
might apply to the court, and the court might, upon such 


application, ‘‘make such order for ing or varying the 
a ” as the court should think fit. E the Apollinaris case it 
was held that a man in the same trade as the one who has 
wrongfully registered a trade-mark, and who desires to deal in 
the article in ——— is primd facie an “ ieved person.” 
There Fry, L.J., ee coe of the court, said: 
‘““ We are of opinion that w. one trader, by means of his 
wrongly-registered trade-mark, narrows the area of business 
open to his rivals, and thereby immediately excludes, or by 
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reasonable probability will in the future exclude, a rival from a 
portion of that trade into which he desires to enter, that rival is 
an ‘aggrieved person.’”” In the recent case it did not appear 
that the person complaining of the mark on the register 
had any definite intention or any presently formed desire 
to compete in respect of dealing in the particular article 
in question ; but, nevertheless, the court considered that, inas- 
much as he was in the same trade as the other trader, and it 
was within the scope of his business that he might at some 
time desire to deal in the article in respect of which the mark 
was alleged to be wrongfully registered, he was a “ person 
aggrieved” within the meaning of the section. This wide in- 

retation seems to embrace every trader engaged in the same 

de as that in which the owner of the mark complained of is 
engaged, without regard to his intention to compete in respect of 
the particular article or not. We understand it is contemplated 
to carry the case to the House of Lords, who may, possibly, be 
inclined to give a less liberal construction to the words ‘‘ person 
aggrieved ”; but if the object of the enactment be, as it may 
well’ be, merely to prevent the interference of “common in- 
formers,” there would not seem to be any ground for modifying 
the decision of the Court of Appeal. 








ENFORCING AWARDS UNDER SUBMISSION. 


THe arrangement established by the Arbitration Act, 1889, and 
the Rules of Court, for enforcing an award under submission is 
very defective. If it was intended to simplify and improve the 
arrangement previously existing for the same purpose under the 
arbitration clauses of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, it 
is a complete failure. So far from affording greater facility 
for enforcing an award, it affords less. It places the successful 

arty to an arbitration under a submission in a position quite 
inferior to that which he occupied under the Common Law 
Procedure Act. This retrograde step may have been intentional 
or not. It is not easy to pronounce a decided opinion on this 
point, because wrapped up in the rules, out of sight, so to speak, 
there lies an abortive enactment which gives indications that 
conception of an effective plan for enforcing awards under 
submission must have once taken place in someone’s mind, 
though it was never brought to maturity. We propose to 
examine the arrangement which exists under the Arbitration 
Act, and is at present at work, and also the embryo plan which 
lies unborn in the rules of court, with the object of seeing 
whether the former could not be improved or the latter brought 
to the birth. 

Under the practice existing prior to the Arbitration Act, 
1889, a submission could be made a rule of court, and thereupon 
judgment could be entered in accordance with the terms of the 
award. Those who are responsible for the terms of the 
Arbitration Act appear to have been fired with the laudable 
desire to simplify procedure with regard to submissions. Their 
attention was first naturally directed to the process of making a 
submission a rule of court. This they effectually abolished by 

roviding that every submission was to “have the same effect 
in all respects as if it had been made an order of court ” (section 
1). Then it seems to have occurred to them that they could do 
away with the necessity for any judgment by enacting that the 
award itself should “by leave of the court or a judge, be 
enforced in the same manner as a judgment or order to the same 
effect” (section 12). This, then, is the present plan. The 
successful party to an arbitration applies by summons for an 
order to enforce the award. Having obtained his order under 
section 12 of the Act, he is in possession of two documents, the 
award and the order to enforce it. Upon these he can issue 
execution. But if he fails to realize under his execution he 
immediately encounters difficulties. It is extremely doubtful 
whether he can issue a bankruptcy notice. So far as we are 
aware the bankruptcy authorities do not consider that sec- 
tion 12 of the Arbitration Act makes an award a “final judg- 
ment” within section 4, sub-section 1 (g), of the Bankruptey 
Act, 1883, At any rate all kinds of expedients are continu- 
ally being tried to get the award turned into a judgment for 
the express purpose of proceeding in bankruptcy upon it. 
Again, the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, cannot be ap- 








plied to an award under submission. Nothing but a judg- 
ment can be extended under that Act. Moreover, an award 
cannot be made of the same force as a judgment beyond the 
jurisdiction of the court. A very simple process exists for certi- 
fying a judgment for use abroad, but this cannot be applied to 
an award which is not upon the file of the court. Section 12 
of the Arbitration Act, therefore, deprives the successful party 
to an arbitration under submission of all the advantages which 
he possessed under the procedure which it supersedes, with the 
one exception that he can still issue an execution, which may be 
of no use to him whatever. He is wont to exclaim under the 
present practice: ‘‘ What was the use of giving me statutory 
power to enforce my award as a judgment, which I am never- 
theless powerless to do, and at the same time deprive me of the 
right to turn it into a judgment, which is the only way in which 
it can be so enforced?” 

Let us now consider the other plan to which we have referred, 
which exists only in embryo. Ord. 36, r. 50, which defines the 
powers of a referee to whom an action has been referred for 
trial by order under section 14 of the Arbitration Act, is in the 
following terms :— 

‘* Subject to such order as last aforesaid (as to taking evidence), the 
referee shall have the same authority with respect to discovery and pro- 
duction of documents, and in the conduct of any reference or trial, and 


the same power to direct that judgment be entered for any or either party, as a 
judge of the High Court.’’ 


Ord. 36, r. 55c, is as follows :— 

‘* The provisions rules 48 to 55 of order 36, shall apply where any cause 
or matter, or any question or issue of fact therein, is referred to an officer 
of the court or to a special referee or arbitrator. Provided that where the 
arbitrator is appointed otherwise than by an order of the court, the provisions 
of rule 48 as to sitting de die in diem shall not apply.” 

The question here is whether those two rules, taken together, 
empower an arbitrator acting under a submission to direct 
judgment to be entered on his award. Does the latter rule 
(5c) apply the former rule (50) to arbitrations under submission? 
If it were not for the proviso at the end of rule 55c, no one 
would ever have supposed that it had any reference at all to 
arbitrations under submission. Rules 48-to 55 form a series of 
regulations for the conduct of proceedings which have been 
referred by order to a referee. They do not specify the parti- 
cular kind of referee to which they refer, but, taken by them- 
selves, they do clearly refer only to references by order. In 
1889 rules 49 to 52 were specifically applied to references to 
official referees, and at the same time rule 55c, suprd, was passed, 
applying rules 48 to 55 to references to officers of the court, 
special referees, or arbitrators. Without the proviso in the 
applying rule (55c) one would have concluded that the whole 
batch of rules had been thus applied to every reference to every 
kind of referee under an order of court, but net to any reference 
without an order—i.¢., by consent out of court. But when we 
read the proviso, and especially the words we have italicised— 
viz., ‘where the arbitrator is appointed otherwise than by an 
order of the court, the provisions of rule 48 as to sitting de die 
in diem shall not apply,” we have a whole vista of possibilities 
opened to us. With the one exception as to sitting de 
die in diem, rules 48 to 55 apply to all references to an 
arbitrator who is appointed “ otherwise than by an order 
of the court,” among them being rule 50, suprd, giving 
power to direct judgment. What are the cases, then, in 
which an arbitrator is appointed ‘otherwise than by an order.” 
There are only four kinds of references altogether: (1) by 
consent out of court under submission ; (2) by order, for inquiry 
and report under the Arbitration Act, section 13; (3) by order, 
for trial under section 14; and (4) by consent order for deter- 
mination of all matters in difference between the parties. In all 
these the arbitrator or referee may be appointed “ otherwise 
than by order”—i.c., by agreement between the parties. In 
references under submission this is done in the great majority of 
cases. The conclusion, therefore, is forced upon us that ord. 36, 
r. 50 (supra), has actually been applied to references under 
submission where the parties appoint their own arbitrator, and 
that an arbitrator so appointed has full power to direct judgment 
to be entered. This is the embryo plan above referred to for 
securing judgment on an award. Why is it still an embryo 
only? It has never, we believe, been acted upon in a single 
instance. The best explanation will be found in the tortuous 
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and technical course of reasoning which we have been compelled 
to follow in these remarks in order to disclose its existence. 
Moreover, when its existence is disclosed we are brought face to 
face with a new difficulty. It creates a direct conflict, as regards 
awards under submission, between ord. 36, r. 50, and section 12 
of the Arbitration Act. Tho section says an award uader 
submission may be enforced by order. The rule, applied as we 
have described, says the award may direct judgment to be 
entered ; in other words, that it may be enforced without order. 

It is not our present purpose to criticize generally these rules 
as to references, but we may say in passing that they are full 
of blunders and require thorough revision. We have examined 
carefully the existing provisions for enforcing awards under 
submission. The real need is for some properly regulated 
power to direct judgment to be entered on these awards. That 
power ought not, in our opinion, to be given to the arbitrator, 
and therefore the rule applying ord. 36, r. 50 to references in 
which the arbitrator is appointed otherwise than by order ought 
to be annulled, or at least amended so as to make it clear that 
an arbitrator under submission has no power to direct judgment. 
The simplest and most effective plan would appear to be to 
make a rule defining the procedure to be adopted on applications 
to the court or a judge under section 12 of the Arbitration Act 
to enforce an award under submission. The section says leave 
may be given to enforce the award as a judgment. The rule 
might very well give discretionary power to make the order 
either in the form of leave to issue execution on the award, or to 
enter judgment in accordance with its terms. 


THE JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OVER TENANTS 
FOR LIFE. 


heirlooms by requiring the consent of the trustees or the 
sanction of the court. 

Section 53, therefore, is only effective so far as regards the 
pecuniary interests of the parties entitled under the settlement, 
and ordinarily these are protected by rendering tho tenant for life 
liable in damages, as a trustee, for any violation of them. But 
a cestui que trust, when he apprehends that a breach of trust is 
about to be committed, is not left to his remedy in damages, a 
remedy which may be very inadequate. He is entitled to come 
to the court to have the breach of trust restrained, and upon 
this ground the tenant for life may in suitable cases be brought 
under the control of the court. But a serious question arises 
whether this can be done only in cases where he is not acting in 
good faith, or also in cases where he is acting in faith, but 
the court differs from him with regard to the justice, as between 
the parties entitled, of the Pecos exercise of his powers. 

In cases of the first kind, where, that is, the tenant for life is 
knowingly contemplating a breach of trust, it is obvious that 
the court can interfere. “Ifa tenant for life,” said Pearson, 
J., in Wheelwright v. Walker (31 W. R. 363, 23 Oh. D., at p. 
762), ‘attempted to commit what may be called a fraud, and 
proposed to sell the property for something infinitely below its 
Late gooey it would be the duty of the trustees to come to the 
court and ask for an injunction to restrain a sale.” In sucha 
case the sale would also be bad as not complying with the re- 
quirement of the Act that a sale must be made at the best obtain- 
able price: Wheelwright v. Walker (31 W.R. 912). The diffi- 
culty arises when the tenant for life is acting bond fide, where, 
that is, he has exercised his discretion under section 53, but 
| there is a difference of opinion as to whether he has exercised it 
| properly. His duty is to have regard to the interests of all the 
| parties entitled, and this seems to imply that he must consider 

what is best for such parties generally or for the estate asa 
‘whole. Consequently, in the general interest ho may be justified 








Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Hampden v. Earl of | in interfering with the rights of icular parties. Such a case 
Buckinghamshire (ante, p. 455) seems to extend very considerably | arose in Duke of Marlborough v. Marjoribanks (32 Ch. D. ts where 
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the authority of the court to control a tenant for life in the 
exercise of his powers under the Settled Land Acts. Apart 
from the cases where the consent of the trustees of the settle- 
ment or the sanction of the court has to be obtained, the exercise 
of these powers is left to the discretion of the tenant for life, 
but this discretion is subject to the provision of section 53 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, under which, in exercising any power 
under the Acts, he must ‘“‘ have regard to the interests of all 
parties entitled under the settlement,” and is, in relation to the 
exercise thereof by him, to be deemed “to be in the position 
and to have the duties and liabilities of a trustee for those 
parties.” It has been suggested that the words “have regard 
to the interests of all parties” must be taken in a wide sense, 
and are not to be restricted to pecuniary interests merely. As a 
matter of exhortation to the tenant for life possibly this is so, 
but, when reliance is placed on the section to make him liable 
for a breach of trust, it is only for neglect of pecuniary interests 
that damages can be given, and this circumstance practically 
determines the effect of the section. 

In Re Marquis of Ailesbury’s Settled Estates (40 W. R. 248; 
1892, 1 Ch., at p. 536) Liyptey, L.J., expressed himself on 
the subject as follows :—‘‘The expression ‘have regard to the 
interests’ means, I think, that he is to consider all the interests 
in the widest sense—not merely pecuniary interests, but wishes, 
and sentimental feelings, and so on. But, after all, the tenant 
for life is master of the situation, and he can override those 
interests ; but if, by overriding those interests, or otherwise, he 
improperly sacrifices the pecuniary interests of those for whom he 
is trustee, he can be made pecuniarily liable.” In an earlier case, 
Cardigan v. Curzon-Howe (30 Ch. D. 531), Ourrry, J., had said 
very emphatically that the motives of the tenant for life could 
not be inquired into. ‘I consider that the tenant for life has 
the absolute right to sell, though, it may be suggested, he is 
selling out of ill-will or caprice, or because he does not like the 
remainderman, because he desires to be relieved from the 
trouble of attending to the management of land, or from any 
other such object, or with any other such motive.” And that in 
ordinary cases the wishes and sentiments of the remaindermen 
are not protected is further apparent from the special protection 


the proceeds of the sale of heirlooms, which, if unsold, would 
‘have vested in an infant remainderman absolutely upon his 
attaining twenty-one, were applied in the discharge of incum- 
brances affecting the inheritance of the settled land. In that 
case Lord Esner, M.R., treated the discretion of the tenant for 
life as absolute, provided only it was exercised honestly. ‘The 
court cannot say what is best to be done. That must be left to 
his honest discretion; and if he exercises an honest discretion, 
and he expends the money either in paying off incumbrances, or 
in improving tho estate, it seems to me that it is impossible to 
say that there can be a breach of trust.” 

This seems to favour the view that the discretion of the 
tenant for life is not subject to review by the court, provided 
only it has been honestly exercised. On the other hand, apart 
from the question of good faith, the decision of Srirtixe, J., 
in Re Lord Stamford’s Settled Estates (38 W. R. 317) appears to 
suggest a distinction between the per and the improper 
exercise of the discretion: its exercise being proper and not 
subject to review in matters of doubt; but improper and 
subject to review where the court considers that any of the 

arties are in fact unduly prejudiced. That case, like Duke of 

‘arlborough v. Marjoribanks, related to the application of capital 
moneys, and Srre.ine, J., said: “It is [the tenant for life’s] 
duty, in exercising the discretion which is vested in him under 
the Act as to the application of capital moneys, to consider 
whether he is unduly prejudicing any of the parties by the 
pro exercise of that discretion, and if he is, then it would 
not be proper so to exercise the discretion ; but where it is a 
matter of doubt, in the absence of any reason for supposing 
that the discretion is unfairly exercised, then that discretion 
ought to prevail.” 

The practical outcome of this seems to be that although 
the court might not be willing to interfere with the decision 
of the tenant for life in matters of doubt, yet that decision 
is in all cases subject to review, and this has now been defi- 
nitely laid down by the Court of Appeal in Hampden v. Zarl 
of Buckinghamshire ( ). Certain of the estates comprised 
in a settlement were subject to incumbrances. One estate was 
free from incumbrances. The settlor, by the will the 
settlement, had created annuities which were charged on all the 
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estates alike. The tenant for life proposed to exerciso tho 
wer conferre? »-«~ 'in by section 11 of the Settled Land 
ot, 1890, by mui.,.,.ug both the incumbered and the unin- 
cumbered estates, in order by the sum to be raised to pay off the 
jincumbrances on the incumbered estates. Tle annuitants ob- 
jected on the ground that in respect of the unincumbered estate 
this would postpone them to the mortgagees, and the Court of 
Appeal, holding that they would be prejudiced, restrained 
the proposed mortgage. The principle which was adopted 
is stated in the following passage in the judgment of the 
court delivered by Linpizy, L.J.: “It was forcibly con- 
tended by Sir Horace Davey that it was for the tenant for 
life, and not for this court, to determine what ought to 
be done; and that, as long as the tenant for life was acting 
bond fide, the court could not properly interfere with him. 
Speaking generally, wo thiuk this is true. But, assuming a 
tenant for life to be acting bond fide, and with a view to preserve 
the estates for those intended by the settlor to enjoy them, still 
an honest trustee may fail to see that he is acting unjustly 
towards those whose interests he is bound to consider and 
rotect ; and if ho is so acting, and the court can sce it although 
e cannot, it is, in our opinion, the duty of the court to inter- 
fere.”’ Such being the principle, the action of the court was 
determined by the further consideration that, in tho opinion of 
the court, ‘‘a tenant for life is not justified in trying to preserve 
a heavily-incumbered estate by mortgaging it if he thereby 
eacrifices the interest of existing incumbrancers upon it.” 

The result appears to be that a tenant for life, however honest 
he may be and however desirous of doing what is best for the 
family as a whole, cannot rely for protection upon any discretivn 
vested in him under section 53. Supposing any parties entitled 
to be in fact prejudiced, the court, if it differs from him as to 





the propriety of the course adopted, may either restrain the | 


exerciso of his statutory power, or, if this has been exercised, 
may render him liable for a breach of trust. In other words, 
when the section says he must ‘‘ have regard to the interests of 
all parties,” it is not enough for him to consider such interests 
and honestly arrive at a decision as to the right course to adopt. 
No discretion for this purpose is vested in him. He must at his 
own risk come to a decision which commends itself to the judg- 
ment of the court. It may be suggested that this introduces a 
fetter upon the powers of a tenant for life which is not con- 
templated by the Settled Land Acts. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


VoLunTARY ConvEYANCES.—The Voluntary Conveyances Bill, as 
amended in Committee, has been read a third time in the House of 
Lords. 

Empoyers’ Liasitity.--The Employers’ Liability Bill has been 
referred to the House of Commons Standing Committee on Law. 

PLaces or WorsuiP (SirEs).—The Places of Worship (Sites) Bill 
has been read a third time in the House of Commons. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Treatise on the Law of Torts; or, Wrongs and their Remedies. 
By C. G. Appison, Barrister-at-Law. Seventh Editioh. Edited by 
Horace Situ, Metropolitan Magistrate, and A. P. PERcEVAL 
Keep, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Shortcomings of the Machinery for Pauper Litigation, and a 


certain Defect of Legal Education, and their Joint Amendment. By 
J.J. Spricce. Third Edition. Williams & Norgate. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


ACCOUNTANTS AND THEIR ENCROACHMENTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—The attention of the profession should be directed to a Bill 
now before the House indorsed as ‘‘ Prepared and brought in by Sir 


Albert Rollit ’’ and others, which is to be entitled the ‘‘ Chartered 
Accountants Act, 1893.” 
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3y the 19th elause of this Bill it is provided that after the 31st of 
December, 1893, nobody but a chartered accountant shall do any of 
the following acts:—Undcrtake professionally for pay the office of 
(1) auditor of any public company; (2) receiver in chancery; (3) 
liquidator of a company ; (4) trustee of any estate in bankruptcy. 

The profession does not require to bo reminded that every one of 
these offices is, aud has been for generations past, occupied by 
solicitors, and long before the development of accountants into an 
organized body; but the arrogance of the promoters of this aggres- 
sive Bill would take these ofiices out of the hands of the profession, 
and would even presume to fetter the hands of the Chancery Division 
in the selection of a receiver. 

Such a proposal, unless and until it is withdrawn, must be hunted 
down by all legitimate means, and it may be suggested to the 
country members of the profession, who have a very considerable 
interest in the preservation of our status, that when the Bill comes on 
for second reading next week, they should suggest to their local 
member to rise and object to the second reading, and the Bill will 
then be killed, for it can never rise again in its present form. 

Not only is the Bill in opposition to the interests of the legal pro- 
fession, but it is in opposition to the interests of that vast body of 
highly respectable practititioners, the country surveyors; and the 
Surveyors’ Institute should promptly look tc the matter. 

Clause 10 of the Bill will also be found to be a curiosity in its way. 
It appears to be proposed that, where the Council of the Institute 
of Accountants refuses to register the name of a person applying for 
registration, or removes the name of a member from the register, the 
facts are to be found by a self-constituted committee of the council, 
who are to report their resolution and the grounds thereof t» the 
High Court, who are thereupon to make such order as they may 
think fit. 

It is presumed that the object of this provision is to level ac- 
countants up to the position of solicitors, who are officers of the 
court, and who are necessarily subject to the control of the court. 

Every other institute regulates its membership by its own methods, 
both as to admission and exclusion. The bar, the medical profession, 
the Civil Engineers, the British Architects, the Society of Actuaries, 
and all the other established institutes for regulating admission to, 
and exclusion from, their respective professions—all of them are self- 
controlled ; and it is an unwarrantable presumption on the part of 
accountants to introduce an exception in their favour, and to appeal 
to the court to do that for them which they are perfectly capable of 
doing for themselves. The judges have not time enough to get 
through their ordinary judicial work, without being troubled to 
regulate the business of accountants, of which they know nothing. 

Lex. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Wiryess LIsTs. 

Special Notice for Trinity Sittings. 

During the next sittings there will be no selected witness list. 
Each judge will sit for the disposal of his own witness list as follows : 
Mr. Justice Kekewich will begin on Tuesday, the 30th May, and sit 
continuously (Monday, the 5th June excepted) until Saturday, the 
10th June. Mr. Justice Chitty will begin on Tuesday, the 13th June, 
and sit continuously (Monday, the 19th June excepted) until Satur- 
day, the 24th June. Similarly, Mr. Justice North will take his 
witness list for the ensuing fortnight, ending Saturday, the 8th July ; 
and Mr. Justice Stirling will take his witness list for the next fort- 
night, ending July the 22nd. 

If the state of the lists will permit the witness list being taken at 
other times, due notice will be given. 

During the fortnight when a judge is engaged on his witness list, 
motions in causes or matters assigned to him (including ex parte 
motions, but not including motions relating to the postponement of 
the trial or hearing of any cause or matter in his lordship’s list), and 
also unopposed petitions assigned to him will be heard by one of his 
colleagues as follows :— 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty will be heard by Mr. Justice 
North. 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice North will be heard by Mr. Justice 
Chitty. 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice Stirling will be heard by Mr. Justice 
Kekewich. 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice Kekewich will be heard by Mr. 
Justice Stirling. 

May 6th, 1893. 








Mr. Powell Williams will on Monday ask the Secretary to the Treasury 
what fees, in addition to salary, are payable under the new system to the 
Sclicitor-General in respect of the Hansard Union prosecution. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


DE BERNALES v. NEW YORK HERALD—No. 1, 8th May. 


Paractice—Writ—Person CARRYING ON Bustngss tx A Name orn Srviz 
OTHER THAN HIS OWN NamE—AcTIoN AGAtnst—Name or NEwsraPER— 
R. 8. C., XLVIIL.a, 11. 

Appeal from an order of the Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., 
and Lopes, L.J.), affirming an order at chambers, refusing to allow sub- 
stituted service of the writ of summons (see ante, p. 404). The action was 
for an alleged libel that - eared in a ype eng called the New York 
Herald, the proprietor of which was James Gordon Bennett, an American 
citizen resident in Paris. The New York Herald was printed and published 
in New York, and an edition was also printed and published in Paris. 
There was an office in London taken by Bennett and occupied by a tele- 
graphic correspondent, who transmitted news to New York and Paris for 
publication in thenewspaper. The name over the office was ‘‘ New York 
Herald.’ Copies of the newspaper were sold there, including a copy of 
the issue containing the alleged libel. At the head of one of the columns of 
the newspaper appeared the words ‘‘ The New York Herald : James Gordon 
Bennett, proprietor.’’ The master, on the application of the plaintiff, 
gave leave to serve the writ by sending it by a prepaid postal letter 
addressed to the ‘‘ New York Herald” at the London office. The judge 
and the Divisional Court reversed this order. The plaintiff appealed. By 
ord. 48a, r. 11, ‘* Any person carrying on business within the jurisdiction 
in a name or style other than his own name may be sued in such name or 
style as if it were a firm name; and, so far as the nature of the case will 
permit, all rules relating to proceedings against firms shall apply.” 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., and Linpuey and A. L. Sura, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M R., said that a certain newspaper called the New York 
Herald was sold at an office in London. Who soldit there? ‘The very 
thing which was sold stated the name of the person on whose behalf it was 
sold—namely, James Gordon Bennett. ‘Thus the thing which he sold was 
the New York Herald, and the person who sold it was Bennett. How could 
it possibly be said that Bennett carried on business in the name or style of 
the thing which he sold? It was said, however, that though after the 
newspaper was bought it shewed that Bennett was the proprietor and 
seller, and that the New York Herald was only the thing that was sold, 
yet before it was bought the fact that the name of the New York Herald 
alone was outside the office was to be taken as conclusive against Bennett 
that he was carrying on business there as the New York Herald. Oould 
that contention be supported? If a man painted ‘“‘ well-fitting boots” 
outside his shop, and not his name, it could hardly be said that he could 
be sued as ‘‘ well-fitting boots.’”’ The thing which a man sold was not 
the name under which he carried on business. They had not to deal here 
with the case of a newspaper not containing the name of the proprietor. 
Not that he had any doubt that the result in such a care would be the 
same, for the thing sold would be one thing, and the name of the seller, 
though not disclosed, would be anotherthing. In the eame way, in the case 
of the Times, the name of the thing sold was one thing, and the name of the 
undisclosed proprietor was another thing. Therefore it was not necessary 
to construe ord. 48a, r. 11, as it was sufficient for this case to say that a 
plaintiff could not sue the thing sold as the person selling it. They 
expressed no opinion upon the reasons for the judgment of the Divisional 
Court. 

Linney, L.J., concurred. There was a difficulty in suing the defendant 
here in consequence of the case not being provided for by order 11, which 
related to serving a writ out of the jurisdiction when suing persons who 
were abroad. Resort was then had to ord. 48a,r.11. Before any case 
could be brought within that rule it must be shewn that the person was 
carrying on business within the jurisdiction in a name or style other than 
hisown. That was a question of fact depending upon the evidence in 
each case. Could it be said that Bennett carried on business here in that 
way? Looking at the evidence, the auswer must be, No. In his opinion 
the evidence shewed that Bennett did carry on a business here. He sold 
copies of his newspaper and transmitted telegrams to New York and 
Paris. But did he carry on that business under another name? No 
person’s name was over the office. But nothing was done in the dark. 
Bennett announced in his newspaper that he was the proprietor, and that 
consequently he carried on business there. The Divisional Court seemed 
to have started with the assumption that the case came within the rule to 
this extent, that Bennett carried on business there under the name of the 
New York Heraid. In his opinion the evidence did not support that as- 
sumption. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., concurred. This was the firat time he had ever 
heard of a man being sued in the name of his newspaper. Ord. 48a r. 
11, was attempted to be stretched too far. The rale which it supplanted 
was ord. 16, r. 15. That rule did not hit the case of a person carrying 
on business under an assumed name which did not purport to be the name 
of a firm consisting of more than one person, and so ord. 48a, r. 11, was 
framed. The question now was whether Bennett was carrying on business 
in London as the New York Herald. It appeared upon the face of his 
newspaper that he was carrying on business here as James Gordon 
Bennett. But, apart altogether from that statement in the newspaper, in 
his opinion a man could not be said to carry on business as his newspaper, 
which was merely the outcome of his business.—Covunset, Crump, Q O., 
and Perey Gye; Temple Franks, Soxrcrrors, Brandon § Nicholson ; Lewis § 





Lewis. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 





HILL +. COOPER—No. 1, 9th May. 


Marrrep Woman — Prorecrion Onper—Szranats Estate — 
acatnst Anticipation — Divorce ayp Matrimontat Causes Act, “1 
(20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), ss. 21, 25, 26. 


This was an appeal from an order of a divisional court (Wills and 
Charles, JJ.), refusing to appoint a receiver of the rents of certain lease- 
hold premises. In 1869 Mr. Macnamara, the father of the paren ye who 
was then an unmarried woman, died, having by his will certain 
leasehold property to trustees on trust for the defendant for life for her 
separate uee without power of anticipation. The defendant s uently 
married Mr. Cooper. In 1878 her husband deserted her. In 1887 she 
obtained from a metropolitan © ener — a tection order 
section 21 of the Divorce and Matri Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. 
c. 85). In 1889 the defendant executed a ee of her life interest in 
the leasehold property, which mortgage was in 1892 transferred to the 
plaintiff. The de t having made default in payment of interest on 
the mortgage debt, the plaintiff commenced an action against ber on her 
covenant to pay, and on the 3rd of February, 1893, obtained judgment 
against her in that action. The plaintiff then applied for the ap . 
ment of a receiver of the rents of the property by way of equitable 
execution. This application was refused by the judge at chambers and 
also by the Divisional Court, on the ground that the property had not 
been acquired by the defendant since the desertion of her by her husband, 
and that the restraint against anticipation still continued to operate. The 
plaintiff appealed. It was argued in support of the appeal that 
the effect of sections 21 and 26 of the Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes Act was that the defendant hed, for the purposes of suing 
and being sued, lost her status of a married woman, and was for 
such purposes to be treated asa feme sole. By rection 21 a magistrate, it 
eatisfied of the fact that a wife has been deserted by her husband, “‘and 
that the same was without reasonable cause, and that the wife is maintain- 
ing herself by her own industry or property, may make and give to the 
wife an order protecting her earnings and property acquired since tke 
commencement of such desertion from her husband and all creditors and 
persons claiming under him, and such earnings and property shall belong 
to the wife as if she were a feme sole; if any such order of protection be 
made, the wife shall during the continuance thereof be, and be deemed to 
have been, during such desertion of her, in the like position in all respects, 
with regard to property and contracts and suing and being sued, as she 
would be under this Act if she obtained a decree of judicial separation.’’ 
By section 25: ‘In every case of a judicial separation the wife shall, 
from the date of the sentence and whilst the separation ehall continue, be 
considered as a feme sole with respect to property of every doscription 
which she may acquire or which may come to or devolve upon her; and 
such property may be disposed of by her in all respects as a feme sole.” By 
section 26: “In every case of a judicial separation the wife shall, while so 
separated, be considered as a feme sole for the purposes of contract and 
wrongs and injuries, and suing and being sued in any civil p 08 
The following cases were cited :—Ramsden v. Brearley (23 W. R. 294, L. R, 
10 Q. B. 147), Waite v. Morland (38 W. R. 484, 38 Oh. D. 135), Stogdon v. 
Lee (39 W. R. 467; 1891, 1 Q. B. 661). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lores and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the a 1. 

Lord Rewaligg -) o said that a married woman who had obtained 
a protection order under section 21 of the Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes Act still retained the status of a married woman. The section 
left her a married woman, but provided that on the arising of certain 
circumstances certain joan og were to follow. It protected her 
against her husband, who had deserted her, with regard to any _ 
perty acquired by her after the desertion. The last part of the section, 
which spoke of her as ‘‘the wife,”’ referred on to sections 25 and 26, 
which dealt with the case of judicial separation. Section 25 eaid that 
in such case the wife should be considered asa Fe sole with respect to 
property which she might acquire, or which might come to or evolve 
upon her. It had been decided in Waite v. Morland that this — applied 
to such property as she might acquire after the decree of judicial separa- 
tion. Section 26 did not deal with property at all, it merely provided 
that the wife while separated should be considered as a feme sole “ for the 
purposes of contract and wrongs and injuries, and suing and being sued 
in any civil proceeding.” The present case had to do with property, 
property of the married woman which was hers before the desertion. 
Therefore it was not such rty as came within section 25, and no 
property at all was dealt with by section 26. With regard to this pro- 
perty, then, the defendant remained in the position of a married woman, 
and her father’s will declared that so long as she was a married woman 
she should be restrained from anticipation. This made it impossible to 
appoint a receiver, and the a - must therefore be dismissed. 

Lorgs and A. L. Surra, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., 
and Butcher; C. C. Scott, Sorscrrons, BE. H. Goddard ; E. B. Lawes. 


(Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law, } 
AMERICAN CONCENTRATED MUST CO. v. HENDRY AND ANOTHER — 
No. 1, 4th May. 


LanpLorp AND T'exant—Intecat Distress—Breaxixo Ovrer Door. 


Action of trespass in tof an allezed illegal distress. The owner 


of certain land and three warehouses demised the same to certain persons 

who sub-demised part of the land, consisting of an uncovered 

and two of the warehouses, to the plaintiffs. The rent due from the 
i landlord employed a broker to 

which was in the 


immediate lesssees being in arrear, the 
distrain. The broker entered that part of the premises 
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occupation of the immediate lessees, and obtained accéss to the plaintiffs’ 
courtyard by breaking open a gate which was in the possession of the 
immediate lessees. Having thus obtained access to the courtyard, 
he broke open the main door of the plaintiffs’ warehouse and distrained 
upon the plaintiffs’ goods. Bowen, L.J., who tried the case without 
a jury, held that, though the door of the warehouse was not the outer 
door of the whole premises sub-demised to the plaintiffs, the door which 
was broken open was the ‘‘ outer door’’ of the building, and that there- 
fore the distress was illegal, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The 
defendants appealed. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Esxer, M.R., and Lopzs and A. L. Sara, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal upon the ground that the distress) was iliegal, as the 
door that was broken open was the “‘ outer door’’ of the warehouse.— 
Counss.t, Muir Mackenzie; Finlay, Q C., and 7. H. Carson. 
F. Birchall ; Drake, Son, § Parton. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


POWELL v. LONDON AND PROVINCIAL BANK—No. 2, 4th May. 


Company—TRANsrER or SHARES— BLANK TRANSFER EXECUTED BY TRANSFEROR 
—SvUBSEQUENT FILLING Iv BY TRANSFEREE—No Re-petivery—TItTLe To 
SHares—Comranies Cravses Consonmation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 


16), s. 14. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Wright, J. The plaintiffs were 
two trustees under a marriage settlement and a beneficiary thereunder. 
The defendant bank was registered as owner of a sum of £1,000 stock of 
the Penarth Harbour Co. This sum was claimed by the plaintiffs and was 
the subject of the present action. Down to 1885 certain shares or stock, 
which were now represented by the stock in question, stood in the com- 
pany’s books in the name of a sole surviving trustee, without any entry 
showing a truat. The trustee held the certificate, which bore on the face 
of it that ‘‘ no interest in this stock can be acquired by the deposit of this 
certificate.’”’ He died in 1884 leaving a will by which, after a specific 
legacy, he devised his whole estate to his son Martin Edwards, and 
appointed him executor with another person who never proved. The will 

not mention the stock or refer in any way to the settlement or to any 
trust. Martin Edwards, on the 16th of December, 1885, sent to the 
harbour company the probate of the will and the certificate, and the 
proper entries of the probate and of the name of Martin Edwards as the 
executor were made on the register and endorsed on the certificate. In 
May, 1886, Martin Edwards applied to the bank for leave to overdraw 
temporarily on the security of the deposit of the stock certificate. In view 
of the indorsement thereon the bank inquired from him whether the stock 
belonged to him and was told that it belonged to him absolutely. Either 
then, or at some previous time, the bank manager had seen the will and 
he was aware of its contents. He asked Edwards to procure and 
deposit a new certificate in the name of Edwards, and in June, 
1886, Edwards deposited the old certificate with a letter from the 
harbour company’s secretary to the effect that it was not in accord- 
ance with their practice to issue a new certificate under the circum- 
stances. He also signed and deposited a loan note in the usual 
form, undertaking when called upon to execute a proper assignment or 
transfer of the stock. He also deposited a blank transfer, signed and 
sealed by him, purporting to transfer, in consideration of five shillings, 
£1,000 stock of the harbour company. It was not dated nor then 
executed by the bank, nor stamped; nor did it contain the name of the 
bank or of any person as transferee. Large advances were made by the 
bank on this security, and, as they were not reduced when the period of 
credit had run out, the bank, after writing to Edwards that, unless their 
requirements for payment were attended to, ‘‘ the Penarth Harbour Dock 
and Railway Stock held as security would be registered in the name of the 
bank,’’ in September, 1887, filled up and executed the blank transfer, and 
sent it in for registration, and they became and remained registered as 
owners of it. The blank transfer, when filled up, was never re-delivered 
or re-executed by Edwards, nor was there evidence of any authority under 
seal from him to the bank to act upon the blank transfer, nor was it filled 
in or executed by the bank in his presence. In 1888 the bank wrote to 
Edwards that they had received a dividend on the stock ‘‘ for your credit.” 
In 1889 Edwards authorized the bank to sell the stock upon conditions 
which the bank did not, however, agree to, and it was not sold. Edwards 
had paid the interest on the stock to the plaintiff beneficiary by his own 
cheque during all this time, thus preventing inquiry. At length he 
absconded, and the facts became fully known in 1891. In May, 1891, the 
two plaintiff trustees were appointed trustees of the settlement, and this 
action was commenced against the bank aud Edwards, and, on his being 
adjudicated a bankrupt in November, 1891, his trustee in bankruptcy was 
made a defendant. The bank defended themselves on the ground of being 
purchasers for value without notice. Wright, J., held that the bank had 
never hai the legal title in the shares, the transfer which they sent in 
for registration not being Edwards’ deed at all. The defendant bank 
appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpizy, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linney, L.J., said the case was a very easy one when the facts were 
understood. The stock of the company, the stock in question, was 
governed by the Companies Clause: Consolidation Act, 1845, section 14 of 
which provided that, subject as therein mentioned, ‘‘ every shareholder 
might sell and transfer all or any of his shares, or all or any part of his 
interest in the capital stock of the company, and every such transfer should 
be by deed duly stamped in which the consideration should be truly 
stated.”” Without taking into account the questions of the due stamping 
of the document or of the consideration being truly stated therein, it was 
essential according to the Act of Parliament that the transfer should be 
by deed, and in order to satisfy that essential requirement you must have 


Soxicrrors, C. . 





a deed duly and properly executed; and you must also (according to sec- 
tion 15) have that . Here the transfer had been executed by 
Edwards in blank, and afterwards filled om by the bank with themselves as 
transferees, and they then got it registered. What was the effect of that? 
The bank did not get a good title thereby; they got no legal title, tuat 
was as plain as could be. But the court was asked to infer from the facts 
that there was such an acknowledgment by Edwards of what was done as 
was equivalent to a re-delivery of the transfer. In the case of Hudson v. 
Revett (5 Bing. 368) the altered deed was kuown tw the transferor, but in 
the present case there was nothing like that. If the court were to allow 
this appeal it would be practically annulling the terms of the Act, which 
required a transfer to be by deed. The appeal must be dismissed. 

owen, L.J., concurred. The short und why the bank could not 
prevail was that they had not the legal title to the stock. When the trans- 
fer was registered there had been no ‘‘ due execution”’ of it. It must be 
‘* delivered,’’ and when was it delivered? When it was delivered by Ed- 
wards it was in blank, and then it was not a deed. If a document, which 
was not a complete deed, was delivered and afterwards made complete, it 
could be perfected by re-delivery. That was the case of Hudson v, Revett. 
But in the present case there was no re-delivery by the grantor himeelf. 
Nor was there any re-delivery by an agent for him appointed under seal. 
Apart from cases of delivery on condition, an agent cannot execute unless 
himself appointed under seal. The loss here must fall on some one, and it 
must be the bank. 

Kay, L.J., also concurred. It was not contended that the grantor ever 
saw the transfer after 1t had been filled up, but it was said that, as he was 
told by the bank that they were going to register, he must be taken to 
have known they were going to put in their own names as transferees. 
The bank also told him they had received the dividends on the stock and 
proposed to credit him with them ; but he took no notice. He afterwards 
told the bank to sell the stock. It was now said you must iufer from the 
facts that he had assented to the deed in such a way as amounted to re- 
delivery. But that was going too far. There was nothing like re-delivery 
here.—CovunsgL, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and R. F. Norton; Giffard, Q.C., 
and Kenyon Parker. Souscrrors, Munns § Longden; White § Sons. 

[Reported by Antaur Lawzenor, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HUNTER v. DOWLING—No. 2, 8th May. 


PARTNERSHIP—DEATH OF ParTNER—SHARE oF Partner Dyinc TO BE 
DETERMINED BY LAsT Sicnep Yrarty Account—Dgatu arrern Exprra- 
TION OF PARTNERSHIP YEAR BEFORE ACCOUNT COMPLETED. 


Appeal from the decision of Romer, J. (reported 41 W.R. 390; 1893, 
1 Ch. 391). The action was brought by the executor of E. A. Johnson 
against the defendants, who had been in partnership with Johnson as oil 
and colour merchants up to his death on the 10th of April, 1891. The 
deed of partnership, dated the 3lst of March, 1884, provided (clause 15) 
that on the 3lst of March in each year during the continuance of the 
partnership, or as near thereto as conveniently might be, a general account 
should be taken of the assets and liabilities of the partnership and of all 
matters and things usually comprehended in such accounts, and that a 
balance-sheet should be made and signed by all the partners in testimony 
of their approbation thereof, and the accounts to be so made and signed 
were not to be afterwards called in question ; and it also provided (clause 23) 
that if any partner should die during the continuance of the partnership 
the surviving partners should (but subject to the power thereinbefore con- 
tained of bequeathing his interest in the partnership) acc>pt and take, in 
the shares and proportions to which they should at the time of such 
decease be inte in the profits of the partnership business, all the 
share and interest of the partner so dying in the capital of the business, 
and the share of the profits of the partner so dying, and the amount of his 
share and interest should be taken at ‘‘ the amount appearing as standing 
to his credit in the last annual balance-sheet which shall have been signed 
previously to the date of such death, addition being made thereto on 
account of the proportion of profits which shall have accrued to such partner 
since the last annual account according to the average amount of profits 
during the three years preceding the last annual account, if so many years 
shall have elapsed, and if so many years shall not have elapsed, according to 
the average amount of profits during so many years as shall have elapsed.’’ 
The deed also contained an arbitration clause. The annual account for 
each year was taken, not on the 31st of March, but about the end of April, 
and in the last account taken, which was for the year ending the 31st of 
March, 1890, a value was placed on certain leasehold premises of the 
partnership at Hammersmith, but not on other leasehold premises of the 
partnership at St. George’s-in-the-East. In June, 1890, the London 
and Blackwall Railway Co. gave the partnership notice to treat for part 
of the premises at St. George’s-in-the-East, and in August, 1890, the 
ang vos required the company to take the whole of the premises, and 
n December, 1890, sent in a claim to the company for £28,000. Negotia- 
tions ensued, which were not concluded at Johnson’s death, but which 
finally resulted in the purehase of the premises by the railway company 
for £19,000. The account for the year ending the 3lst of March, Tsoi, 
was not taken in Johnson’s lifetime, and the plaintiff, his executor, who 
proved his will on the 6th of July, 1891, brought this action for an 
account of the partnership dealings up to the 3lst of March, 1891, and to 
have Johnson’s share in the partnership assets ascertained, including therein 
the sum of £19,000 paid for the premises in St. George’s-in-the-East. 
Romer, J., held that the surviving partners were not entitled to have the 
deceased’s share determined by reference to the last signed annual 
account, which was for the year ending the 3lst of March, 1890, but that 
the account ought to be taken up to the 31st of March, 1891. The 
defendants appealed, It was contended on their behalf that the respon- 
dent was, under the partnership deed, bound by the last signed account, 
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in April, 1890, which was taken according to the uniform practice of the 
partnership ; on the other hand, for the respondent it was contended that 
his right to have the account taken to the 3lst of March, 1891, was not 
affected by the fact that Johnson had died before the account was actually 
taken or signed, and Pettyt v. Janeson (4 Madd. 146) was relied on. 

Tus Court (Bowzn, Lorzs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Bowen, L.J., said that the case depended upon the construction of 
clauses 15 and 23 in the deed of partnership. It seemed to him that the 
object of those clauses was to create a sale of the share and interest of the 
deceased partner to the surviving partners so as to remove or diminish to 
some extent the possibility of litigation, and to what extent they had done 
so was the question now to be determined. A right to have the account 
taken arose on the 31st of March, although the taking might be delayed 
for reasons of convenience. Then came the question as to what was the 
true construction of clause 23. If it was to be construed strictly, and as 
applying to all cases whatsoever, then he had no doubt Romer, J.’s view 
would not be the true view. But it seemed to his lordship that clause 23 
was to be read as applying only to broken portions of an accountable 
year, and not to all cases alike, or even to cases in which a reasonable 
interval had not elapsed between the time when the accountable year came to 
an end and the time when the account had been finally taken. The right 
to have the account taken accrued on the 31st of March, and although 
the language of clause 23 was not quite distinct he thought, notwithstand- 
ing, it must be read as meaning that rights which had accrued were to be 
treated as having accrued. The opposite view would lead to inconveni- 
ences, for it would make the rights of the parties depend, not on the 
termination of the accountable year, but on the time at which the account 
was in fact taken, and it would introduce an element of caprice and un- 
certainty which it was the object of the clause to exclude. The principle 
to be applied was that that which ought to have have been done should be 
treated as having been done, but not asa matter of duty, because there had 
been no breach of duty here. His lordship thought that the case of 
Pettyt v. Janeson, which was decided seventy-three years ago, covered the 

resent case, and he was inclined to agree with that decision, but 

e was not certainly prepared either to disagree with it or to overrule it. 
He thought that to read clause 23 as applying to anything except the 
fragment of an accountable year would be to defy the spirit of the clause 
in order to give effect to the letter. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. 

Kay, LJ., in also concurring, said that he would in the absence of 
authority have been strongly inclined to put the construction on clause 23 
that its object was to make it unnecessary to have — 
accounts taken after the last signed account, and that the plaintiff's share 
was to be fixed by the account signed for the year ending the 31st of 


the other way, and for that reason he thought the appeal failed, and must 
be dismissed, with costs.—Counsg., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Chadwyck-Healey, 
Q.C., and J. M. Stone; Neville, Q.C., and Dauney. Soxscrrors, Stone, 
Morris, ¢ Stone ; Gush, Phillips, Walters, § Williams. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re HULL, BARNSLEY, AND WEST RIDING JUNCTION RAILWAY 
BILL—Chitty, J., 3rd May. 
ComPany—PARLIAMENTARY Depostr—UNDERTAKING NOT COMPLETED—Re- 
PAYMENT TO Dzpostrors—Nortice To Crepirors—PARLIAMENTARY Dz- 

posits AND Bonps Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 27), s. 1 (1) (2) (8). 


Application under the Parliamentary Deposits and Bonds Act, 1892, for 
the payment out of court of a sum of £3,185 193. 7d., part of a sum of 
£3,999 10s. 11d. deposited in respect of certain branch lines of railway. The 
time for completing a portion of the undertaking to which the sum of 
£3,185 19s. 7d. was appropriated had expired, but there had been no 
formal abandonment. Evidence was given as to the justness of the 
appropriation. The application was made under the following sub- 
sections, which are shortly stated :—Section 1 (1).—Where an under- 
taking has not been completed within the time limited the court may 
order the deposit fund, or any part thereof, to be applied in compensating 
any landowners injuriously affected by the commencement, constructicn, 
or abandonment of the undertaking, or any portion thereof. Section 
1 (2).—Subject to payment of such compensation, and notwithstanding any 

rovision as to forfeiture to the Crown, the court may, if a receiver has 

m appointed, or the ere f is insolvent and has been ordered to be 
wound up, or the undertaking has been abandoned, order the deposit 
fund to be paid or transferred to the receiver or liquidator, or to be 
applied as part of the assets of the company for the benefit of the creditors 
thereof. Section 1 (3).—Subject to such application as aforesaid, the court 
may, after such public notice as to the court seems reasonable, order the 
deposit fund, or any part thereof, to be paid to the depositors. An 
inquiry as to landowners having resulted in no claims being made, the 
only question was whether any inquiry as to creditors was necessary under 
section 1 (2). 

Currry, J., said the company was in general parlance a going com 
though a small portion Of this pusiiontar ihetiting hol on dy 
completed. There had been no Act of Parliament authorizing abandon- 
ment of the undertaking. On comparing the provisions of the Act of 
1892 with the older Acts the difference was apparent. Two points were 
perfectly clear. Under the old form there was a forfeiture of the deposit 


to the Crown, subject to due compensation to the landowner, and subject 


exercised this discretion in favour of certain creditors, and the distinction 
between ‘‘ meritorious ’’ and ‘‘ non-meritorious ’’ creditors arose. The Act 
of 1892 abolished forfeiture and authorized repa: t to the depositors. It 
was ee war hold that the of ‘‘meritorious’’ and 
**non-meritorious’’ creditors was abolished, but that the 
for the distinction was now removed his | "anliad it no 
existed. The older Acts used the words “ = a 
resent section substituted ‘‘may” for ‘‘shall.’’ 1. (3) was 
mportant, the question being what public notice ought to be given. The 
company had not been ordered to be wound up, nor had a receiver been 
appointed. Otherwise notice would have been given to the re Ty 
receiver. Now came the question of abandonment under sub- (1) (2). 
His lordship unde that Stirling, J., in directing an inquiry, had 
expressed an opinion that there might be an a t by a resolution 
, and in the case of Ez parte Chambers (41 W. R. 170; 1893, 
1 Ch. 47) his lordship inferred that North, J., t there might be an 
abandonment without an Act of Parliament. t was, however, not 
n in this case to decide what ‘‘ abandonment” meant in these 
sub- ms. It had primd facie the same in both, but there was 
——— difference. The only —— ng an advertisement 
ie tors was section 1 (2). The fand not be transferred to a 
receiver or liquidator because none had been appointed, but it was said 
that it could be a as part of the assets. Now, assets were 
in a liquidation. property of the London and North-Western Railway 
was not assets. It was property. It was not assets (‘‘ assez”) for 
yment of debts. As in the case of property of an individual, it was 
ncorrect to speak of the “‘ assets’’ of a solvent person or company. Sub- 
section (2), by its language as to appointment of a receiver or an order to 
wind up, pointed to an analogy as to the meaning of “‘ abandonment,’ 
and his lordship thought that if the whole ing had been 
abandoned the court would distribute the fund as part of the assets. But 
that was not the case here, as the railway was a going concern at the 
present time. If the London and North-Western Railway had not 
completed a small branch, and application were made for payment out of 
the corresponding deposit, and all claims of landowners were satisfied, 
would it be reasonable to issue advertisements for all the creditors of a 
great railway und a solvent concern? Sestion 1 (3) left it discretionary 
what public notice should be given. In the case he had put it would be 
highly unreasonable to direct a public notice for creditors, and in this case 
also it would be unreasonable. The depositors were entitled to have the 
money paid out as no landowner had made any claim.—Covunsr., Gregson. 


— 





March, 1890, but in Pettyt v. Janeson a similar point arose and was decided | 


Sorscrrors, F. B. Moss, for Moss, Lowe, § Co., Hull. 
[Reported by G. Row.axp Atstoy, Barrister-at-Law.) 


RENNER v. TOLLEY—Stirling, J., 4th May. 


Lease—ConsipERATION—Receret In Bopy or Desp—PurcHaser WITHOUT 
Noticp—Prorection—Converancine Act, 1881, s. 18, sun-secrion 9; 
s. 55. 


‘This was a foreclosure action in which the plaintiff, who was a mort- 
gagee of a certain building lease, claimed rity over certain other incum- 
brancers. The lease under which the plaintiff claimed was expressed to 
be made “‘ in consideration of the moneys which have been by 
the lessee in the construction of the d -house and erections hereby 
demised, and in consideration of the rent reserved and the 
covenants by the lessee hereinafter contained.” The subject of the demise 
was ‘‘a piece of land and all that newly-erected dwelling-house now stand- 
ing in part of the said ground.” the covenants was one by the 
lessee to complete the dwelling-house with the appurtenants, and render 
the same fit for habitation in a good and substantial and workmanlike 
manner. Section 55 of the Conveyancing 1881, provides that “a 
receipt for consideration money or other tion in the body of a 
deed . . . shall, in favour of a subsequent purchaser not having notice 
that the money or other consideration thereby acknowledged to be received 
was not in fact paid or given, wholly or in , be t evidence of 
the payment or of the whole amount , and it was contended 
that the plaintiff was entitled to the benefit.of that section. 

Sriruine, J., said that the lease on the face of it complied, as regards 
consideration, with sub-section 9 of section 18 of the Convey: Act, 
1881. There was in the lease a statement of the consideration, there 
was further a statement that it from the lessee, but 
more was required for a receipt within the meaning of section 55. In the 
ordinary cases of purchase and deeds, after the statement of 
the consideration “‘ the sum of £ id by A. to B.’’ there followed the 
words ‘‘of which sum A. hereby acknow the receipt,” and such 
words also appeared in the forms in the schedule to the Act. In the 


absence of those words there would be no in the body of the deed. 
There was, therefore, no 


for in the lease in — 
and consequently the plaintiff could not rely on section 55 of Con- 
veyancing Act —Counsrt, Hastings, Q.O., and Mulligan ; Beale, Q.C., and 
W. R. Sheldon ; Christopher James ; Gatey and a Deben- 
ham & Walker; Sanderson, Holland, ¢ Adkin; , Gibson, § Co. ; 
Frederick Tolley; H. K. Gow. 
(Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
COOLE v. LOVEGROVE—S8th May. 
Merrorouiran Buriprnos—Norice to Distaicr Sunvevor—Exzmprion— 





to the discretion of the court in favour of creditors. The court. only 
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Wuarr ter ror Prorir sy Canat Company—Mertropouitan Buritpine 
Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 122), ss. 6, 38. 


This was a case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate, the question 
being whether a building, which recently been erected upon a wharf 
belonging to the North Metropolitan Railway and Canal Co. (whose 
segs od was the appellant), was within the exemptions from the opera- 
tion of the first part of the Metropolitan Building Act, 1855. The building in 
question consisted of a wooden roof with wooden supports without any 
concrete foundation. It was built in August and September, 1892, and 
was, immediately on its completion, let to a philanthropic society who 
carried on in it the business of chopping wood for fuel and paid rent to 
the company. An arrangement was made between the company and the 
lessees that the wood to be chopped should be carried to the building by 
means of the canal only. The company were not carriers, but they received. 
toll for the of al. barges upon their canal. The building wascon- 
structed under the supervision of the company’s engineer, but no notice in 
respect of it was given to the district surveyor under section 38 of the 
Metropolitan Building Act, 1855. Part I. of that Act (which includes 
sections 6 to 68) deals with the regulation and supervision of buildings. 
Section 38 provides that before the commencement of any building, &c., 
the builder shall give to the district surveyor notice in writing stating the 
situation, area, height, and intended use of the proposed building. Section 
6 provides that ‘‘the buildings belonging to any canal, dock, or railway 
company and used for the purposes of such canal, dock, or railwey under 
the provisions of any Act of Parliament’’ shall be exempt from the opera- 
tion of the first part of the Act. The magistrate held that the building 
was not exempt, and convicted the appellant upon a summons charging 
him with ha gg to give the proper notice under section 38. It was 
contended on behalf of the appellant that, inasmuch as the object for 
which the canal company,allowed the building to be erected was to 
increase their profits by means of the tolls to be levied upon the barges 
which would convey wood over the canal to the wharf where the building 
stood, the building was used for the purposes of the canal, and was within 
the exemption in section 6. 


Tue Court (Pottock, B., and Kennepy, J.) dismissed the appeal. 


Pottock, B.—This case is one of some importance, and has quite pro- 
perly been brought before the court, but I have no doubt that the decision 
of the magistrate was right. The object of requiring notice to be given as 
to intended building operations under section 38 of the Metropolitan 
Building Act, 1855, is to insure that buildings shall be erected in a safe 
and proper manner. There are certain exceptions to the necessity for 
giving this notice. The exception with which we are dealing relates to 
buildings which are to be erected upon areas which have been 
granted to public companies for certain public purposes, and which 
are being used for those purposes. ‘The canal company have 
power under their Acts (52 Geo. 3, c. cxcv. and 59 Geo. 3, c. lxvi.) 
to construct quays, docks, warehouses and other such works as may 
be necessary for rendering their undertaking commodious—works without 
which their waterway would be useless. The words of the exception in 
section 6 of the Building Act of 1855 are almost correlative ; the buildings 
excepted are buildings used for the purposes of the canal, dock, or railway. 
It does not follow that because the wood which is to be prepared in the 
building is carried upon the canal that the building itself is used for the 
purposes of the canal. I have no doubt that it was found that the land 
upon which the building has been erected was not required for the pur- 
poses of the canal, and that, therefore, the company thought it would be 
advan us to permit this building to be erected on it. In the present 
case the building is used for a small business, but a large manufactory, for 
the a of very valuable products built upon land belonging to a 

gem would be in the same position ; it would be impossible to 
— such building in the exemption as being used for the purposes 
of the canal. 


Kewnnepy, J.—I agree, and will only add that, although I expressed the 
=— during the argument that ‘‘ used’’ in the clause of section 6 of the 
see ae Building Act with which we have been dealing, must mean 
by the company,’’ Ido not base my opinion upon that. I do not 
think that a manufactory on the bank of a canal is used for the purposes 
of the canal simply becauce materials will certainly or probably be carried 
to it by means of the canal. Appeal dismissed.—Counsgi, C. Mathews ; 
oad a. Glen. Souxtcrrors, Hollams, Son, Coward, § Hawksley; W. A. Blax- 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


TADMAN v. HENMAN—3rd May. 


Practics—Discovery—InTERRoGATORIES—ACTION FOR WRonGrut Distress 
anp Trespass To Goons ny Strancer to Contract or Trenancy—Ricut 
To Discovery or Derenpant’s TrrLE—EstTorre.. 


— by the plaintiff from a decision of the judge at chambers refusing 
to further and better answers to two interrogatories. The plaintiff, 
a married woman, was entitled for her separate use to a hearse which 
was upon her husband’s premises, and was distrained upon by his 





argument :—Cay 
Ch. D. 29), Moreton v. Woods (L. R. 4 Q. 

Tue Court (Wiis and Lawrance, JJ.) allowed the appeal. The estoppel 
which operated to prevent a tenant from raising the. question of his 
landlord’s title did not apply in the case of a stranger to the contract, and 
would not prevail against the plaintiff here. The defendant, in order to 
make out his justification, would have to shew, not merely that he had let 
the land to the plaintiff’s husband, but also that he had a good title to do 
so. The interrogatories, therefore, were perfectly legitimate, and the 
defendant must set out in general terms what was the nature of his 
title. —Counse., Stevenson; Gye. Sorrcrrors, F. Deakin ; Barron § Sons. 

[Reported by J. P. Mzxxor, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WOOD v. M‘CARTHY AND SIMS—4th May. 


Practice — Parties — DerEeNDANTS SUED IN ReEprEesENTATIVE Capacity — 
R. 8.'0., XVI., 9. 

This was an appeal by the defendants from an order of Bruce, J., in 
chambers. The plaintiff was a stevedore and a member of the Amalga- 
mated Stevedores’ Labour Protection League, which was an unincorporated 
and unregistered association. The plaintiff, while following his employ- 
ment, met with an accident which incapacitated him for life, and claimed, 
under the rules of the league, to be entitled toa levy of 6d. from each 
member. Rule 27 of the league was as follows: ‘‘In the event of any 
member meeting with an accident while following his employment, and 
thereby being incapacitated from following his employment for the 
remainder of his life, a levy of 6d. each re made on every member 
of this society for his benefit. A doctor’s certificate of his thus being in- 
capacitated must be produced. Any member receiving this levy will be 
thereby disqualified from again resuming work as a stevedore.”” The 
defendants were the president of the league and secretary of the executive 
council of the league, and were also members of it, and were sued per- 
sonally and as representing the league and executive council, and all its 
branches and members. By his statement of claim the plaintiff alleged 
that the league had refused to make the levy of 6d. ; that the members of 
the league exceeded 4,000 in number; that a resolution had been passed 
by the executive council of the soy oe authorizing the defendants to 
defend this action on behalf of the league; and that the league should 
bear the expense of resisting the plaintiff's claim. The plaintiff claimed, 
inter alia, that the league and executive council, and the officers and mem- 
bers of the league and its branches, be ordered by mandamus or otherwise 
to make the levy of 6d. or to pay to the plaintiff a sum equal to the 
amount of the levy, and that all judgments and orders in the action should 
be as binding on all the members of the league as if they were parties to 
the action. Bruce, J., in chambers made an order (reversing the order 
of the master) that the defendants be authorized to defend the action 
on behalf and for the benefit of all the members of the league. The 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Witts and Lawrance, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wits, J., said that the order appealed from was right. For a long 
time the Court of Chancery had allowed defendants to be sued as repre- 
sentatives of a class which could not be joined as parties. Bromley v. 
Williams (32 Beav. 177) was a direct authority for that, and there was no 
difference in principle between that case and the present. But it was 
said that ord. 16, r. 9, had altered the practice. His lordship did not 
think so. That rule was simply intended to apply the old practice of the 
Court of Chancery to all the divisions of the High Court. He could not 
conceive that there had been any intention to narrow the operation of a 
very sensible doctrine and to provide men like the defendants with an 
opportunity of preventing a plaintiff from enforcing his rights. Then 
it was said that Lindley, L.J., in Zemperton v. Russell (1893, 1 Q. B. 435) 
had used certain expressions which narrowed that right. In that case a 
claim was made for damages for molesting a man in his business, and 
Lindley, L.J.’s language was directed to the distinction which must be 
drawn in these cases between actions of tort and actions of a contractual 
character. In this case the plaintiff was claiming a levy of 6d. from all 
the members of the league. That was a beneficial proprietary right of a 
very intelligible and tangible character. The order of Bruce, J., was 
right, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lawrancz, J., concurred.—Oounsgi, Holmes Poulter ; Crispe. 
tors, Finch §¢ Turner ; J. Turner. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosisoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ATTORNEY-GEWERAL v». THE METROPOLITAN RAILWAY CO.—4th 
May. 

ComPEensaTION—CoNVEYANCE BY CaowN—RIGuHT OF CROWN TO RE-ENTER FOR 
Breacn or Conpirions—Watver ny Crown—Ricutr or Occupier oF 
Hovse TO FURTHER COMPENSATION BY REASON OF New Works or Ralt- 
Way. 

Action tried by Wright, J., without a jury, in which the question was 
as to the right of the Crown to re-enter y ow lands formerly conveyed by 
them to the defendants, and the right of the tenant of a house to further 


Sorict- 





landlord for rent due from him. An action for illegal distress and trespass 
to — was then commenced by the plaintiff, and the defendant justifying 
b defence, the two interrogatories in question were administered to 
» which he refused to answer. By the first he was asked when and 
how, whether by purchase, gift, a lease, or otherwise, he alleged he 
the owner of the piece of land he alleged he let to Thomas Tadman 

= plaintiff’s husband), and who was the donor, vendor, or lessor of such 
tohim. By the second interrogatory he was asked to state, if he was 

not personally the owner of the land, under what title or authority he let 
the same to Thos. Tadman. The following cases were referred to in the 





comp tion for an enlargement of works by the defendants injuriously 
affecting his house. The facts are fully set out in the judgment. 

May 4.—The following judgment was read by 

Waicut, J.—This case raises what a to be a new question under 
the Lands Clauses and Railways Clauses Consolidation Acts. The 
defendants’ railway was authorized by an Act which contained the follow- 
ing section :—Section 174: ‘‘ That nothing whatsoever contained in this 
Act, or in any of the Acts herein referred to, shall extend to authorize the 
said company to purchase, take, use, or otherwise interfere with any land, 
soil, tenements, or hereditaments, or any rights in respect thereof belong- 


ley v. Sandycroft (33 W. R. 377), Bidder v. Bridges (29 . 
; 4Q. B. 293). 
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ing to her Majesty in right of her Crown, without the consent in writi 
of the Commissioners for the time being of her Majesty’s Woods an 
Forests and Land Revenues, or one of them, first and obtained for 
that P .’ By an agreement made in 1860 the Commissioners of 
Woods, &c., covenanted to convey to the defendants a piece of land marked 
‘* B,”’ and the defendants covenanted not to make or set up any erection 
or building on that land, and covenanted that “‘ the company shall make 
to the lessees and occupiers of the Crown property situate within fifty feet 
from any part of the line of railway compensation for all damage 
which they may sustain by reason of the works of the company or the 
working of the railway, such compensation, in case of difference, to be 
settled in the manner provided by the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act,” 
&c, The agreement further contained the following clause :—‘‘ Upon pay- 
ment of the said sum of £4,200 . . . a further conveyance shall be ma 

the company by the said commissioners of the said pieces of land and right 
of way hereby to be sold, and in which conveyance shall be inserted covenants 
by the company to observe the several stipulations hereinbefore contained 
with reference to the buildings prohibited from being erected on the piece 
of land marked B, and to the alterations forbidden to be made in the 
buildings on the plot marked A. And that a condition shall also be 
inserted in such conveyance making void the same upon breach or non- 
observance of the said covenants or any of them.”’ e defendants seem 
to have been let into possession and to have made this railway about the 
year 1861 wholly in tunnel. In 1864 they compensated Dankes, the lessee 
of the house which the plaintiff now occupies, the compensation being 
made, as required by the agreement, in respect of the working as well as 
of the construction of the railway. In December of the same year the 
Crown conveyed the land to the defendants. The conveyance contains 
the covenants which the agreement provided for, but it contains no 
reference to further compensation. It concluded with the following 
proviso :—‘‘ Provided always, and it is hereby declared and agreed that, 
in case default shall be made in the performance of any of the covenants 
hereinbefore contained, it shall be lawful for the Queen’s Majesty, or for 
the said commissioners on her behalf, to enter into and upon the said 
eeveral pieces of land and to retain possession thereof and of all 
buildings and materials upon the same or any part thereof for the use and 
benefit of her Majesty, her heirs and successors, and thenceforth this con- 
veyance shall be absolutely void.’’ In 1883 the defendants made an 
opening of about 150 square feet in the land ‘‘ B”’ as a ventilator for an 
adjoining underground station, and surrounded it with a wall about 3 feet 
high. No objection was made at that time by the Crown or by anyone 
else. In 1884 the plaintiff, Mr. Hare, became the occupier of the house 
in question, which is within 50 feet of therailway. Tn 1889 the defendants 
enlarged the opening to about 1,500 feet, and inclosed it with a wall 8 feet 
high. Before doing so they applied to the commissioners for their sanction, 
and the plan was discussed and approved, no objection being taken to the 
wall, and on the 15th of June, 1889, the commissioners formally signified 
their ot by a letter. The effect of the enlargement of the opening 
is to collect the foul air and smoke of the adjoining ‘underground station, 
which had previously diffused themselves through the station and escaped 
by the stairways and along the tunnel at both ends of the station, and to 
cause them to issue in increased quantity together with an increased 
amount of noise from the enlarged opening, and to bring the place of 
issue materially nearer to the plaintiff's windows. I am satisfied that 
there is a serious nuisance which would be actionable but for the statutory 
powers; and I think it is plain that the enlarged ventilator was designed 
and constructed for the purpose of producing the effects which I have 
described. The commissioners ray P mea are entitled to re-enter on the 
land ‘‘ B”’ for breach of the covenant not to make any erection or build- 
ing upon it, and also because the defendants have not compensated the 
plaintiff under the agreement of 1860. I think they are not entitled to 
re-enter on the latter ground, for the agreement to compensate is not 
inserted in the conveyance, and it is only for breach of covenants in the 
conveyance that the power purports to be reserved ; nor on the former 
ground, because I think that the commissioners must be taken to have 
waived any such right. There is nothing in the letter of the 15th of June, 
1889, which gives notice that the enclosing wall would be considered as a 
building or erection contrary to the covenant. Further, as it appears to 
me, there is grave dcubt whether such a right of re-entry could be 
reserved by the Crown. I think it would be a straining of section 174 of 
the Act to hold that it enabled the Crown to give a conditional consent by 
reserving a power to re-enter and stop the working of a public under- 
taking because of a matter of thjs kind. Mr. Hare’s claim remains. In 
80 far as it is founded on the agreement of 1860 I think itis bad. That 
agreement meant to provide for the then existing tenants and occupiers 
only, and it was exhausted before the conveyance, and was so treated b 
the parties. It appears to me that on the execution of the conveyance it 
was meant*to and did supersede the agreement altogether. Then is Mr. 
Hare entitled as if under an award under the Lands and Railways 
Clauses Acts? No formal objections are taken, and it is agreed 5 
the defendants that they will be liable for the whole sum awarded it 
there is any injury or damage for which the plaintiff would be entitled 
to compensation in an ordinary case under those Acts, notwithstanding 
that the arbitrators made their award under the agreement, and not under 
those Acts, and admittedly awarded on the basis of damage by the 
working of the railway. When a railway is first constructed under 
parliamentary powers, compensation is given in case land is injuricusly 
affected in a manner which, in the absence of statutory powers, would 
have given a right of action, by the construction or execution of the 
works, but not (unless some of the land is taken) in respect of injury b 
the use or working of the railway. When a railway already o 


pened 
altered under the powers of section 16 of the Railways Clauses Act, I | the consent of the petitioning creditor, 
apprehend that the same liability arises and the same rules apply, and I | receiving order was made, 





think that the question now to be determined is the same, and must be 
decided in the same way, as that which would have arisen if the plaintiff 
had been tenant when railway was made, and if the ventilator in its 
present form had then been made er contemplated. Ought the injury to 
the land to be regarded as the effect of the construction of 
the works, or as the effect of the working or 
much doubt I have come to the conclusion that it ought 
merely as the effect of the werking of the 

was entitled to some compensation ; and if that is 


of a m no part of whose land is taken) that no me emp Oy 

got in respect of effects of the of the railway which are 
ordinary. But it seems to me that there may be works which, al h 
not injurious in themselves, unless the railway is worked, are so y 
and necessarily injurious to particular land, if the railway is worked at 
all, that the construction of them under — which enable them to 
be used in conjunction with the working of the railway may of itself be 
regarded as injurious to the land, with the use of which it unquestion- 
ably interferes. There is here not a mere difference of amount of noise, 
smoke, and foul air, but a work specially for the — of con- 
centrating the vapours of an underground s' , Which would otherwise 
have diffused themselves in various directions, and of discharging the 
collected volume under the plaintiff’s windows in such a way that the 
house is made materially less fit for habitation. Even if the railway were 


not being worked, the construction of such a work for sucha » 
with such powers, would diminish the value of the house. U 
circumstances this ular of land seems to me to have been 


injuriously affected by the construction of the ventilator, and there must 
be judgment for the plaintiff for the amount of the award, and the costs 
of the award; but, inasmuch as he could not have succeeded but for the 
waiver by the defendants of the technical objection to his claim in this 
action, there will be no costs. The Crown’s claim must be dismissed, and 
with costs.—CovunseL, Robson, Q.C., and Blennerhassett ; L. Walton, Q.0., 
and McLaren. Soxscrrors, Horne $ Birkett ; Fowler, Perks, § Co. 
[Reported by Sir Suenstow Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte DIXON, Re EASTON—Q. B. Div., 20th April. 


Bankruptcy Norice—AppiicaTion ny DesTor To set AstDE—PoWER oF 
Court To GO BEHIND JupgMENT—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, ss. 1 (g) 
8. 7, 88. (3). 

A question was raised in this case as to the right of the court in 
bankruptcy to go behind a judgment. The appeal was by a creditor from 
an order of the re of the county court at York, by which he set 
no a listed fe eee 3, 1880, ge BE ay oF 
under an t . , upon Ww was 
obtained and a bankruptcy notice issued. On application by the debtor to 
ret aside the bankruptcy notice, the county court registrar went behind 
the judgment and enquired into the validity of the debt, and he set aside 
the (oalen tey notice. The creditor now appealed from that decision on 
the ground that no sufficient reason was shewn for going behind the 
judgment on which the bankruptcy notice was obtained, and that in any 
event the registrar had come to a wrong conclusion. 

Tye Court (VaucHan Wiii1ams and Brucg, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Vavuenan Wiiuras, J., — opening statement of counsel, 
that the court had power on the hearing of a bankruptcy petition, to go 
behind a judgment, but was there any authority that on an a to 
set aside a bankruptcy notice the court had power to go behind the judg- 
ment? All the cases were cases in which the court had gone behind the 
judgment on the hearing of the petition, and they went on the words of 
section 7, sub-section (3), of the Bankruptey Act, 1883. It would seem 
that where there was a bankruptcy notice the only reasons which could 
be entertained by the trar were the reasons which were mentioned in 
section 4, sub-section 1 (g), namely, that the debtor had a counter-claim, 
set-off, or cross-demand, which he could not set up in the action. The 
objection to the judgment had been taken too soon. The court having 
expressed that opinion, it supposed that the creditor would now present a 
petition, on the Loosing of which the point could be gone into. Under 
the circumstances the better course would be, perhaps, to allow the pre- 
sent appeal, the costs to abide the result of the petition. 

Bruce, J., concurred.—Counset, Abrahams; Mayer. Sorscrrons, £. 
H. Quicke ; A. Toovey. 

{Reported by C. F. Monre.t, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Ex parte BOARD OF TRADE, Re FLATAU—C. A. No. 1, 5th May. 
Bankrurtcy—OrDER RESCINDING Recetvinc Orper —Consent or Perrrion- 
inc Oneprror. 


This was an a of the official receiver an order of the 
registrar inl. prin Re ~ order. The Te wn made in 


against the z of the receiving order and there was a stay for seven 
Sore, bes beloas te. enon had elapsed the debtor abandoned his 
appeal, and on the 3rd of to rescind the 
receiving order. The debtor the 
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Tus Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and A. L. Saurrn, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Esuex, M.R., said that, a receiving order having been made, and 
the against it abandoned, all the debtor could do was to move to 

the receiving order, and the case must be governed by the rules 

which had been laid down with to the rescinding of a receiving 
order. The only fact brought before the registrar was that the petitioning 
creditor consented to the order being rescinded. But there were other 
creditors who were not represented, and nothing was known about the 

wious conduct of the debtor and the other circumstances of the case. 
n Re Hester (22 Q. B. D. 632) the court had laid down that before a 
receiving order could be rescinded there must be a careful examination 
into all the circumstances of the case ; even if all the creditors consented, 
the court was not necessarily bu:nd to rescind, because it might become 
the duty of the court to protect creditors from the consequences of their 
own acts. In the present case it would not be right, under the circum- 
stances, to allow the receiving order to be rescinded. No doubt the 
registrar thought it was an exceptional case, and treated it, in fact, as if 
the petitioning creditor’s debt had been paid before the receiving order 
was made. But that was not the case; the receiving order having once 
been made the registrar was /wnctus oficio, and in rescinding the order he 
was bound to act in accordance with the rules laid down in Re Hester. 

Lopes and A. L. Suir, L JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counskgi, 
Sir J. Rigby, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie. Souticrror, Solicitor to the Trea- 
sury. The debtor appeared in person. 

{Reported by F. O. Ronrxsoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Ex parte LESTER, Re HANNAH LYNES—C. A. No. 1, 5th May. 
Banxrvuptcy—Finat JupGMeEnt—Marrirep Woman—Banxrvptcy Norice. 


This was an ex parte appeal of Lester & Co. from a refusal of the regis- 
trar to issue a bankruptcy notice against Hannah Lynes, a married woman 
oe on business in the City of London independently of her husband. 
Lester & Co. had recovered final judgment against the separate estate of 
Mrs. Lynes for £54, which judgment remained unsatisfied. Section 4, 
sub-section 1 (7), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that a debtor 
commits an act of bankruptcy “‘ if a creditor has obtained a final judgment 
against him, and has served on him a bankruptcy notice under this Act 
requiring him to pay the judgment debt in accordance with the terms of 
the judgment,’’ and the notice has not been complied with. The form 
for a bankruptcy notice given in the Appendix of the Bankruptcy Rules is 
as follows :—‘‘ Take notice that within seven days after the service of this 
notice you must pay to the sum of £ claimed by him as 
being the amount due on a final judgment obtained by him againet 
you,”’ &. 

Tue Court (Jord Esner, M.R., and Lorgs and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the court were of opinion that the bank- 
ruptcy notice could not be issued against this married woman, although 
it did not follow that she could not be made a bankrupt in some other 
way. The judgment was not against her personally, but against her 
separate estate, and it was not possible for the bankruptcy notice to be in 
accordance with the terms of the judgment (as it was required by the Act 
to be), because the form of a bankruptcy notice given in the appendix to 
the rules did not follow the terms of a judgment against a married 
woman’s separate estate, but only applied to cases where judgment has 
been recovered against the debtor personally. The registrar, therefore, 
was right in refusing to issue the bankruptcy notice. 

Lorgs and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnsg1, 
Lynn. Soxtrcrror, J. H. Gibson. 


[Reported by F. O. Ronrnson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Ex parte HOLT, Re DAINTREY—Q. B. Div., 6th May. 


Acr or Banxruptcy—Nortice or Suspension or Payment—Doccment 
MARKED ‘‘ Wituout Presupice ’’—ApmissipiLity—Bankruptcy ACT, 
1883, s. 4, suB-sEcTIoN 1 (#). 


An important question was raised on this case as to the admissibility of 
a document purporting to be written ‘‘ without prejudice’’ to prove an 
act of bankruptcy under section 4, sub-section 1 (h), of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. The debtor was a solicitor, and was indebted to the appellant 
in the sum of £949, in respect of which an action had been brought. On 
the 24th of December, 1892, a letter in the form of a ciroular was sent by 
the debtor to the appellant which stated that he was unable to pay his debts 
in full and offering a composition. It was practically admitted that this 
letter amounted to a notice of suspension of payment, but the letter being 
headed ‘‘ Private and confidential : Without prejudice,” the question was 
raised whether it could be louked at by the court for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether an act of bankruptcy had been committed. The present 
case was an appeal from a decision of the registrar of the Brightor 
County Court, who held that the letter could not be looked at. 

Tae Court (Vavenan Witit1ams and Bavcer, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wixt1ams, J., said the question raised was as to the admissi- 
bility of a document which was expressed to be written ‘‘ without preju- 
dice.”” A petition in bankruptcy was presented which alleged as an act 
of bankruptcy a ceed had ee notice to a creditor that he had 
suspen payment or was about todo so. It was proposed to prove that 
act of bankruptcy by the production of the Pretend. ie onsets . It was 
objected that the document could not be put in evidence being written 
‘‘ without prejudice.” It was suggested, in answer to that objection, 


that the documents in fact was a circular addressed by the debtor to his 
creditors, and that a document of such a character would be admissible in 
evidence although headed “‘ without prejudice.’’ To this it was replied 


that there was no evidence, dehors the document itself, that it was a docu- 
ment of such a character or that it had been sent to anyone besides the 
petitioner. Before the registrar the solicitor for the petitioner elected to 
rely only on the sending of the circular to the petitioner. The court had 
to decide the case on the materials before the registrar, who decided 
that the document was inadmissible, and dismissed the petition for 
want of proof of the act of bankruptcy alleged. The court thought 
that decision was wrong. In the first place the court was entitled 
to look at the document and its contents for the purpose of 
deciding the question of its admissibility. The question of its admissi- 
bility depended on a matter of fact, which matter of fact it was the 
function of the registrar in his character of judge, and not in his character 
as a juryman, to decide. For this purpose the judge was entitled to look 
at the document though not in evidence, just as he would have been 
entitled to have looked at the document if he had been trying a case 
before a jury, before allowing it to be put in evidence before the jury. 
The rule which excluded documents mar! ‘without prejudice’’ had no 
application unless some person was in dispute or negotiation with another, 
and terms were offered for the settlement of the dispute or negotiation, 
and the judge must necessarily be entitled to look at the document in 
order to determine whether the conditions under which alone the rule 
applied existed. The rule was a rule adopted to enable disputants without 
prejudice to engage in discussion for the purpose of arriving at terms of 
peace, and unless there was a dispute or negotiation and an offer the rule 
had no application. The judge must be eutitled to look at the document 
to determine whether it did contain an offer of terms. Moreover, the 
court thought that the rule had no application to a document which in its 
nature might prejudice the person to whom it was addressed. It might be 
that the words ‘‘ without prejudice’’ were intended to be without pre- 
judice to the writer if the offer was rejected, but the writer was not 
entitled to make this reservation in respect of a document which from its 
character might prejudice the person to whom it was addressed if he should 
reject the offer, and for this reason also the judge was entitled to look at 
the document to determine its character. In the document before the 
court some of the conditions to which the rule of exclusion applied were 
complied with, but not all. There was a dispute, for there was an action 
pending between the parties. There was an offer of a composition which 
was intended to apply, amongst other things, to the petitioner’s claim in 
the action. But the document was more than this: it was a clear act of 
bankruptcy, and 1t was notice to the petitioner of such act of bankruptcy, 
and a notice of an act of bankruptcy could not be given ‘‘ without pre- 
judice,’’ because the document was one which, from its character, might 
prejudicially affect the recipient, whether or not he accepted the terms 
offered thereby. Such a document did not fall within the rule which 
excluded offers of peace written without prejudice, and ought to have been 
admitted in evidence. The court must, therefore, allow the appeal, and 
direct that a receiving order be made agains} the debtor. 

Bravce, J., concurred.—CovunseL, Muir Mackenzie; Gore. 
Senior, Attree, § Co. ; Daintreys. 

[Reported by C. F. Morretx, Barrister-at-Law. 


Soxicrrors, 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re MACKENZIE, Ex parte SHORT—C. A. No. 2, 4th May. 


Sorrcrror anp Cxirent—Costs—TaxatTion—Repvuction ny SoLiciror oF 
Amount oF Brrir—Spxcrat Crrcumstances—Souicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 
Vicr. c. 73), 8. 37. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Chancellor of the County 
Palatine of Durham, giving to solicitors the costs of taxation though more 
than one-sixth had been taxed off their bill. In November, 1892, the 
respondents, who were solicitors, delivered to the appellants, who were the 
surviving trustees of one George Short, deceased, a detailed bill of their 
charges and disbursements in relation to certain business connected with 
the trust. The bill amounted to £44 2s. 8d., at the foot of which was 
added, ‘‘ By allowance, £7 2s. 8d.,”” thus reducing the amount to £37. 
On the 6th of January, 1893, upon the petition of the solicitors, an order 
for taxing the bill was made, and upon the taxation the taxing master 
disallowed from the bill as delivered the sum of £10 19s. 4d., which being 
more than one-sixth of the whole the clients claimed the costs of the taxa- 
tion, contending that the circumstance of the present case were similar 
to those of Re Carthew (28 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 709, 32 W. R. 940, 27 Ch. 
D. 485) and Re Paull (Ibid.). The taxing master disallowed the clients’ 
contention, and gave the solicitors their costs of taxation. In his certifi- 
| cate, made pursuant to section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, which he 
|issued after taking time to consider his decision, the taxing master 
said :—‘‘ On taxation I dirallowed the sum of £10 19s. 4d., which being more 
than one-sixth of the amount of the bill as delivered, . . the clients 
claimed to be entitled to the costs of the taxation. I held ... 
that there were circumstances in the present case which distinguished it 





from Re Carthew and Re Paull. . . . Im the present instance the 
| solicitors actually deducted £7 2s. 8d. from the total of their bill, thus 
| reducing the amount of it to £37, and I therefore treated it as one for £37. 
There was, in my opinion, no implied condition attached that £37 would 
only be accepted in case taxation was dispensed with. Many of the 
charges which I felt it my duty to disallow were disallowed on the ground 

| that the work in respect of which such charges were made appeared to be 
| work which, in strictness, the trustees themselves (the clients) ought to 
| have performed. It should, however, be borne in mind in considering by 
whom the costs of taxation should be paid that it was pointed out to me 

| on behalf of the solicitors and the fact appeared to be, that o to con- 
iderable friction existing between the ieee trustees, Thomas Short, the 
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acting trustee (since deceased), for whom the solicitors acted, declined on 
several occasions to meet his co-trustees and had instructed 


items were charged. After giving 
cumstances of the case I have now, in the exercise of the discretion vested 
in me under section 37 of the Act, to certify that, in my . 
the solicitors should be allowed the costs of the taxation of their bill.”’ 
On the 29th of March, on motion by the solicitors for the costs in 
accordance with the taxing master’s certificate, the lor was of 
opinion that, on the authority of Re Carthew and Re Paull, more than one- 
sixth of the bill had been taxed off, but he held the solicitors to be entitled 
to the costs of the taxation as the registrar had certified ‘‘ specially certain 
circumstances.’’ The clients appealed. They also, on the appeal, proposed 
to question the solicitors’ retainer, but the point had not been raised before 
the Chancellor, though it had been dealt with by the taxing master, and 
the court refused to entertain it. 

Tue Covrr (Lixptey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lrvviey, L.J., said this was an appeal which ought never to have been 
brought. A common order to tax was obtained as against two surviving 
trustees. The original bill as delivered being for £44 2s. 8d., with a 
deduction of £7 2s. 8d., thus making £37, the taxation as if it 
was a bill for the larger amount, which, on the authority of Re Carthew 
and Re Paull, was quite right. The ta master then taxed off 
£10 19s. 4d.—practically £4 more than the solicitors had deducted—and 
certified ‘‘ special circumstances’’ in his certificate made under section 
37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. The Chancellor thereupon exercised his 
discretion, and refused to order the solicitors to pay the costs of the 
taxation, and his lordship thought the facts were quite sufficient to 
justify him in so refusing. The appeal must be , and the 
trustees must pay the costs of the ap themselves. 

Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., conourred.—Counsget, Bramwell Davis; War- 
rington. Sortcrrors, J. E. ¢ H. Scott, for Graham $ Shepherd, Sunderland ; 
Patersons, Snow, Bloxram, § Kinder. 

{Reported by Anrnurn Lawzence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WELLBY v. 8TILL—Kekewich, J., 9th May. 
Sorrcrror—Costs—T axaTion —Partnersuip—Soxicrtor Morraacsr. 
This was a summons to review the taxation of a bill of costs. A partner 
ina firm of solicitors was a mortgagee, and the firm had acted in the 
mortgage transactions. One of the objections raised by the summons Was 
that the taxing master had disallowed the profit costs of the firm in these 


transactions. 

Kexewrcu, J., following the decision of Stirling, J., in Re Doody, 
Fisher v. Doody (41 W. R. 49; 1893, 1 Ch. 129), allowed the objection.— 
Counset, Renshaw, Q.C., and Yate Lee; Warmington, Q.C., and Oswald. 
Soricrrors, Trower, Freeling, ¢ Parker ; R. Chapman. 


[Reported by Arnnotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 
4 May—Cuanrtes James Darntrey (Petworth, Horsham, and Pulborough). 
8 May—Henry Granvitte Wricat. 

SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR THREE 
YEARS. 
5 May—Epwarp Sr. Gronce Wo1setzy (2, Warwick-street, Regent- 
street, London). 





*,* Austin v. Beddoe (ante, p. 456).—The names of Schultz & Son should 
have appeared as the solicitors for the defence, instead of Wrentmore & 
Son. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


THE BAR COMMITTEE, 


The following are extracts from the tenth annual statement of the Bar 
Committee :— 

The Trusts Bill, 1892.—A eub-committee, consisting of Mr. Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., Mr. Buckley, Q.C., Mr. Farwell, Q.C., Mr. Decimus Sturges 
and Mr. Methold, was appointed to consider and report on this Bill. In 
addition to observations on the sections of the Bill the sub- 
committee in their report made the general observation upon the plan of 
the Bill, that it could not but be noticed how difficult it is to state 
rules without throwing doubt upon well-recognized limitations of those 
rules. To state with adequate precision and completeness the English 
Law of Trusts is a matter which involves much time and consideration. 
The sub-committee did not think the Bill in its then form ought to be 
considered more than a first draft of a code on the Law of Trusts. A copy 
of this report was sent to the Lord Chancellor. 

Retainers.—The committee are glad to be able to state that the rules of 
practice relating to retainer of counsel, which, as mentioned in the annual 
statements for 1890-1 and 1891-2, were drawn up at the request of the 
Incorporated Law Society, as the view of the committee as set 
forth in their report, dated the 17th of December, 1890, have been finally 

and were approved by the A -General on the 3rd of June 
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papers are sought to be ad to it, fee 
may become totally inadequate. The committee expressed their o 

that a mere receipt of a brief without any objection being made to the fee 
marked upon it, does not necessarily prevent the suggestion that the 


mittee by the Lord that his lordship would be to receive 

comments or which the ttee might be disposed to 
0 on the and resolutions of the Council of Judges, a 
sub-committee was appointed and report thereon, and 
also to consider Mr. Justice Cave’s remarks the report and 


Mr. Crackan Q.C., Mr. Cozens - Hardy, 0, 
shaw, QC., Mr. Farwell, Q.0., Mr. oF oe, and re 
Clare, of the hanget We; eae a ea Q.C., — Raggy ‘ 
Mr. Bosanquet, Q.C., Mr. Channel, Q.C., Mr. Joseph’ Walton, Q. 

English Harrison, and Mr. Alderson Foote, of the common law bar. 
report of the sub-committee having been considered 
and finally settled and adopted by them, was sent.to the Lord C 
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Counsel’s Fees.—The Incorporated Law Society having called the atten- 
tion of the committee to complaints frequently made by solicitors, that 
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court would be very greatly increased by attaching to it a registrar, with 
powers and duties ps to those of the registrar in the Court of 
One of the masters might be assigned to act as registrar, but 
he should, where necessary, be assisted by commercial assessors, a system 
which has worked extremely well in the Admiralty registry. The com- 
mittee regarded the block of witness actions in the Chancery Division, 
and the interruption and adjournments which take place after the hearing 
of these actions has been commenced, as a crying evil, and they were 
strongly in favour of the additional judge, and of the separate witness list 
suggested by these resolutions, and also recommended by Lord Esher’s 
committee of 1885, and by the joint committee appointed by the bar com- 
mittee and the Incorporated Law Society in January, 1889. In 
reference to the suggestion that the registrars should be gradually 
replaced by additional chief clerks, the committee desired to point 
out that the orders made in the Chancery Division ( icularly 
in administration matters) are often unavoidably long and intricate, 
requiring special qualifications and experience on the part of those 
who draw them up. Whatever changes may be made in the names 
of the officers intrusted with these duties, the duties themselves must 
necessarily be distinct from those of the officers who have to work out the 
orders. Uniformity of procedure in the Chancery Division seems to 
require that the two sets of officers should be distinct also. The com- 
mittee were also of opinion that while it is advantageous that each judge 
of the Chancery Division should be in touch with his own staff of 
clerks, there would be considerable disadvantage in attaching particular 
taxing masters to particular judges. The committee adhered to the 
opinion expressed in their report of February, 1890, that no new rules are 
uired for the purposes of assimilating costs in the Queen’s Bench 
Division and the Chancery Division, but that want of uniformity would be 
remedied by committing all taxations to the same authority. The com- 
mittee approved of the resolution to give the successful party in a litiga- 
tion an indemnity for all the costs he had incurred therein, but they 
thought that this indemnity should not go further back than the com- 
mencement of the action. Referring to the proposal for forming a 
divisional court of three judges to hear appeals from judges’ chambers 
in the Queen’s Bench Division, the committee stated their prefer- 
ence for the suggestion made by Mr. Justice Cave in his memorandum 
of June 6th, 1892, that divisional courts should be abolished altogether, 
and that a third division of the Court of Appeal should be formed 
to take all work now done by divisional courts, which it is not 
thought right to intrust to a single judge sitting alone. They also agree 
in thinking that two divisions of the Court of Appeal only should sit 
during the long circuits, and that the judges proposed to be added to 
the Court of Appeal, or some three judges of the existing Court of Appeal, 
should go circuit in their turn. ‘The committee emphatically objected to 
any rule by which the leave of a judge of first instance is made neces- 
sary to an appeal. In all cases of appeal by leave only, in the opinion of 
the committee, the Court of Appeal should have power to give leave if 
refused by the court below. The committee have since received a copy of 
a@ memorandum by the Lord Chancellor on the report of the Council of 
Judges. On this memorandum the committee has drawn up a report 
which has been laid before the Lord Chancellor, and his lordship has com- 
municated the same to the Rule Committee of Judges. 

Call of Solicitors to the Bar.—During the year twenty-four solicitors have 
given notice of their intention to seek call tothe bar. Particulars of these 
have been sent by the committee to the circuits where these gentlemen 
have practised. 





The annual meeting of the bar was held on Saturday, the 6th inst., in 
the old dining hall, Lincoln’s-inn. In the absence of the Attorney- 
General, Sir Joun Ricry occupied the chair. He said there had been no 
very exciting questions to engage the attention of the Bar Committee during 
the year, but that the committee had done good work quietly and unob- 
trusively in the interests of the profession. Matters affecting the comfort 
and convenience of the bar had been attended to, besides its general work 
in considering and making suggestions on Bills before Parliament. There 
was one personal change in the committee to which he desired to refer, 
and that was the retirement of their vice-chairman, Mr. Robinson, who 
had been appointed Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster. Mr. 
Robinson had | been their vice-chairman for a number of years, and had 
done excellent work for the committee. 


Mr. Crump, Q.C., urged that there should be some representative body 
more thoroughly in touch with the whole profession than the committee, 
some body probably formed through the benchers of the four Inns of 
Court. He referred to the bar associations in the United States, which 
discussed all matters affecting the profession, as well as questions of 
jurisprudence and administration. He would like to see something of the 
same kind here. He referred to the small numbers attending the annual 
mee as indicating the slight hold which the committee had on the 
profession as a whole. 


The Sorictror-Generat thought the small attendance rather shewed the 
confidence of the bar in the committee and its work. With regard to Mr. 
Crump’s suggestion that an executive committee should be formed through 
the benchers of the inns of court, he could only say that the benchers had 
shewn no forwardness in the formation of such a committee. 

Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., paid a tribute to the work done by their late 
vice-chairman, and to the interest he always evinced in the committee, 
and proposed that a vote of thanks be given him, with an expression of 
ss on his appointment to the office of Vice-Chancellor of the 
Duchy. 


Mr. Wuzztezr, Q.C., seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst., Mr. William Frank Blandy (Reading) in the chair. The. 
other directors present were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. 
Dodd, William Geare, Samuel Harris (Leicester), John Hunter, J. H. 
Kays, T. Brian Mellersh (Godalming), Richard Pidcock (Woolwich), 
Henry Roscoe, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum 
of £190 was distributed in grants of relief, three new members were 
admitted to the association, and other general business was transacted. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. James Cuartes Cuap.ry, barrister-at-law, of 10, Earl’s-court- 
square, 8.W., and 3, Temple-gardens, E.C., died suddenly, of heart 
disease, on the 7th inst. Mr. Chaplin was the second son of Mr. Robert 
Chaplin, of Ipswich, merchant, and was born in 1835. He became a 
student of the Middle Temple on the 23rd of January, 1875, and was 
called to the bar on the 17th of November, 1877. 


Mr. Francis Bay.ey, the judge of the Westminster County Court, died 
at his residence in Cambridge-terrace, Hyde-park, on Thursday week, 
after a short illness. Mr. Bayley was the son of the late Mr. Justice 
Bayley, and attained the age of ninety in February last. He was 
educated at Eton and Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to 
the bar by the Middle Temple in 1827. He had been a county court 
judge since 1849. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Lumiey Smirn, Q.C., Judge of the Bow and Shoreditch County 
Courts, has been transferred to the Westminster County Court. 

Mr. Freperick W11.1aM Butt, solicitor, Kettering, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bull was admitted in June, 1886. 

Mr. Tuomas Goopwin Cuance, solicitor, Hereford, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chance was admitted in Hilary, 1887. 

Mr. Witrrep Austin Cocutan, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Coghlan was admitted in January, 1887. 


Mr. Grizert Davies, solicitor, Hereford, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Davies was admitted in October, 1885. 


Mr. Gzorce Antuony Drxon, solicitor, Hexham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dixon was admitted in July, 1884. 


Mr, Epwrn Henry Gatsworrtny, M.A., solicitor, 12, Old Jewry-chambers, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Galsworthy was 
admitted in February, 1886. 

Mr. Joun Rocer Burrow Grecory, solicitor, 1, Bedford-row, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gregory was admitted in 
March, 1885. 

Mr. Frank James Harnis, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Harris was admitted in November, 1885. 


Mr. Witt1am Henry Crarxz, solicitor (of the firm of Walker, Tweedale, 
& Clarke), 12, South-parade, Leeds, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Clarke was admitted in February, 1887. 

Mr. Henry Sparsnatt, solicitor, 97, Woodside-green, South Norwood, 
S E., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sparshatt was 
admitted in April, 1881. 

Mr. Grorce Heruerineton, solicitor, Wigton, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hetherington was admitted in December, 
1886. 

Mr. Dante. Hicson, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Higson was admitted in June, 1886. He is a 
commissioner for the Chancery Court of the County Palatine of Lancaster. 

Mr. Epwarp Carieton Hoxtmrs, jun., solicitor, 12, Bedford-row, W.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Holmes was admitted 
in Trinity, 1866. 

Mr. Cuarxzs Hox, solicitor, Kettering, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Holt was admitted in January, 1885. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Arnoip Linyz11, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Linnell was admitted in March, 1885. 

Mr. Henry Herzert Lype, solicitor, 3, Lime-street-square, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lyde was admitted in 
November, 1886. 

Mr. Ricuarp Moecrorp, ecolicitor, Birmingham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mogford was admitted in January, 1887. 

Mr. Hexsert Haven Monckton, solicitor, Birmingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Monckton was admitted in 
December, 1886. 

Mr. James ANDREW ORRELL, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Orrell was admitted in November, 1886. 

Mr. Georce Passincuam, solicitor, Hitchin, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Paesingham was admitted in December, 
1885. 
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Mr. Atrrep Henny laut, solicitor, Tetbury, Gloucestershire, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Paul was admitted in Michael- 
mas, 1872. He is clerk to the Magistrates for the Tetbury Petty Sessional 
Division. 

Mr. Atrrep Pzacuey, solicitor, 17, Salisbury-square, Fleet-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Peachey was admitted 
in Hilary, 1854. Mr. Peachey is clerk to the Felt Makers’ Co., and a 
commissioner to take affidavits in England for South Australia. 


Mr. Ronatp Psaxz, solicitor, 6, Bedford-row, W.C., has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Peake was admitted in November, 1883. 


Mr. Cuarves Atrrep Pirer, solicitor, 13, Vinceat-square, Westminster, 
8.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Piper was 
admitted in January, 1887. 

Mr. Wa. Henry Quitiiay, B.A. Lond., solicitor, Liverpool, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Quilliam was admitted in 
December, 1878. He is solicitor to the Lancasbire Sea Fisheries Committee, 
English colicitor to H.I.M. the Sultan of Turkey, and a commissioner for 
Canada. 

Mr. Gzoros Raw txos, solicitor, 8, Clifford’s-inn, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rawlings was admitted in January, 1887. 

Mr. Atnert ALExANDER Ruston, solicitor, Newmarket, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ruston was admitted in August, 
1886. 

Mr. Wm. Latimer Sayer, solicitor, Norwich, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sayer was admitted in July, 1882. 

Mr. Auruur Smrrn, solicitor, Birmingham, has been appointed a Com- 
nrissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted in October, 1886, after 
passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Artuur Hirer Tuomas, solicitor, Cardiff, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thomas was admitted in October, 1886. 

Mr. Wm. Parxer Travis, solicitor, Stourbridge, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Travis was admitted in November, 1885. 

Mr. Francis Epwanp Yar, solicitor, Leamington, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Yapp was admitted in November, 1885. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLvuTions. 

Cuar.es Jonn Hatt, Cuarres Lorp, and Wattsr Joun Sacré, solicitors 
(Hall, Lord, & Sacré), Manchester, and at Ashton-under-Lyne (Lord & 
Son). Jan. 2. Messrs. Hall & Sacré will practise in partnership together 
in Manchester under the style or firm of Hall, Son, & Sacré. The said 
Charles Lord will practise on his own account at District Bank-chambers, 
13, Spring-gardens, Manchester. 

RicHarp Jounson Heatu and Atrrep Tuomas Hearn, solicitors (Edward 
Heath & Sons), 48, Swan-street, Manchester. April 24. The said Richard 
Johnson Heath will in future practise on his own account at the above 
address under the said style of Edward Heath & Sons. 


James Sinnott and Farrrax Sporrorrn, solicitors (Sinnott & Spofforth), 
Bristol. April 29. [ Gazette, May 5. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Cuartorre Nxim1t.—Anyone who can give information respecting the 
estate of the above-named is requested to communicate with J. D. Lang- 
ton, solicitor, 12, New-inn, Strand, W.C. 

Emity Herminta Sutton, deceased, late of 8, Meath-street, Battersea- 

k.—Any person having in his possession any will, bonds, or securities 

longing to the above deceased, or can give any information in connec- 
tion therewith, is requested to communicate at once with H. G. Church, 
46, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., or with Messrs. Wilson, Bristows, & Carp- 
mael, 1, Copthall-buildings, E.C. 





GENERAL. 


The Pall Mali Gazetie says a prince among ecclesiastical lawyers has just 
patsed away in Mr. Gates, the chapter clerk of Peterborough, and eecre- 
tary to four successive bishops. Next to the late dean no one did more 
for the restoration of the cathedral, and when the agricultural depression 
bore so hardly on the clergy he voluntarily gave up a considerable portion 
of his fees. No other ecclesiastical lawyer probably was ever four times 
mayor of a city and high sheriff of two counties. 


The Corporation of London, on the suggestion of the joint committee 
of management of the London Chamber of Arbitration, have made certain 
additions and alterations of considerable practical importance to the rules 
and regulations of the chamber. A mcdel clause for ineertion in trade 
contracts, providing for the submission of disputes arising in connection 
with such contracts to the chamber, having been settled by counsel and 
approved by the joint committee, a new rule had been framed, dealing 
With arbitrations referred to the chamber under such clause. A nev; rule 
was also found necessary for dealing with references to the chamber from 
the High Court. Both these rules had been settled by counsel, under the 
instructions of Mr. H. H. Crawford, the City solicitor. In addition, cer- 
tain alterations of existing rules were recommended by the committee in 


the High Court, ‘‘ but for attendance at the penagen, Bo This last 
proviso has now been omitted. It has also been that the time 
occupied by an arbitrator in drawing up his award, which is not infre- 
quently longer than the actual g, should be considered as a con- 
tinuation of the hearing, and words to this effect have been added to the 
scale of fees for arbitrators and umpires. 


A return was issued on Saturday last shewing the agp yb the regu- 
lations made in 1886 for carrying out the Prosecution of Offences»Acts, 
1879 and 1884, with statistics as to the Figg we instituted by the 
Director of Public Prosecutions during 1892. The director notices that 
since the return for 1891 was issued complaints and criticisms in the public 
Press have been less frequent and more moderate. Only in three instances 
during last year did judges of the High Court ex dissatisfaction with 
the director in respect of the institution or conduct by him of criminal 
prosecutions. In one case the criticism was afterwards withdrawn; in 
another the —— which the {nage thought ought not to have been 
brought, bad the approval of the Home Secretary. e third case was 
‘*a prosecution of two men, Reg. v. Parsons and May, for conspiring to 
defraud, and for obtaining money by false pretences, undertaken by the 
director, and carried on by his agent under his instructions. The 
Chief Justice, as judge of assize, s' to the grand jury to ignore 
the bills, and, after they had, nevertheless, returned true bille, in the 
course of the trial on being informed by counsel for the prosecution that 
the case was conducted by an agent for the Director of Public Prosecu- 
tions in the usual form, his lordship is reported to have said, ‘ It (the case) 
confirms every experience I have yet had of Treasury prosecutions,’ and to 
have suggested to the petty jury to stop the case. The petty jury, how- 
ever, declined to dc so, and his lordship, in the course of his summing up, 
is reported to have told the j ‘that the Treasury ought really to have 
known better than put forward evidence which, in his opinion, was not 
receivable, but brought simply and solely for the say a of prejudi 

the minds of the jury.’ The jury, however, found the defendants ‘ Guilty 
on one of the counts of the indictment, and sentences of three months’ 
hard labour were passed on both of them.’’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaisrzans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





ArpreaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Cutrr. Nostra. 
Monday, Ma Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday ‘a ahs Beal Godfrey J 
Wednesday Pugh Leach Clowes 
ON ee Beal Godfrey Jackson 
BRIERG occ cocsorceseoversereseeee Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Striaiixe. Kexewica. Romzr. 
naeadreaavenbi 15 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton 
om = Gai ODL IAT: 16 ington Rolt Ward 
Wednesday ......... ssss0..0-+ 17 Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
y Carrington Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pembertea 





The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 20th day of Mey, and terminate 
on Tuesday, the 23rd day of May, 1893, both days inclusive. 





WARNING TO inTENDING Hovuss Poncaasens & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sani arrangements er! by an expert from The 


itary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, e , Victoria-st. 
ere (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gffices, &c.—(Apvr.] 


A ERERS of all successfully treated. Boys while being cured thoroughly 
Bary and Puapesed for aiastiene he a University Tator.— A; ly Mr. B. Beastey 
who cured himself), Brampton-park, H , or “Bh a e, 

rondesbury, London. © Stmamering | Its ”” post-free, 13 stamps.—[Apvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuiway, May 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep 1 Caancery. 
Docks axp B Wa or Pasases, Lamrreo—Creditors are 
June 16, to send their names and and the of 

prema Lab Galindez and Arthur orth, 7, Adam’s ct, Old Broad st. 
Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors for 
Execrricay Supriies axp Firtines Co, Liairep— ‘or 
on April 11, was adj and will be heard on 
Jewry, solors = Batias se | rd must 
than 6 o’clock afternoon 
Gnas Gusts & Coa, Limite are req on or before June 10, to send 

their names and addresses, and 
Si, Groced pan «. by beg pa nn 
“H sia” Steamsure Laws, Laurrep—Creditors 

nd their names and ad thei 











directed to 
& Co, Daas ocken Sr eaae. Notice of 
later than o'clock 

before Ma: to send 
Suaw aT Co, Tausee See mans ot ‘ore om, 8 4 





regard to counsel's and arbitrator’s fees. According to the rules, the fees 
to counsel and solicitors were to be on the same scale as thoge allowed in 





Biskoall, Gaziton chmbrs, Baldwin st, Bristol. Jacques & Sons, Bristol, solors for 
liquidator 
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484 tt Bie neaeaeaeee 
Sraxparp Bawx or AvusTRALia, ag ty for yniieg up, presented April 29, 
se - to be heard on May 17. Saxelby & Faulkner, 7 8, lane. 
of sppearing wast ust reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 

bm May 16 


UNLIMITED IN a 


Avsreauiay Jowr Stock Bayx—Petn for win up, presented April 21, directed to be 
heard on May 17. Norton & Co, 57}, Old st, solors for er. Notice otice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed ‘not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Tuesday, 


May 16 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Outvs Baitaacus Society or THs Torat Asstivent Sisters or THe Paanix Faisxpiy 
ety, Mission Hall, Myrtle st, Blackstock rd, Highbury Vale. May 1 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Lonpon Metarivurcicat Co, Liumrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 6, directed to 
be heard on May 17. G. R. Grant, 41, Norfolk st, Strand. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 16 

Norcross Suir Owvenrs’ Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send 
their names and addresses, together with full particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Canada Ward, of John N Ward & eo eet wood 
Pacace Tueatre, Liurrep—Petn for windi ted May 5, directed to be heard 
on May 17. CE Beal, 30, Regent st, solor By petner. Notice of appearing must reach 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 16 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Permanent Way Hanp 1x Hanp Society, Hanbury Hotel, Griffithstown, Monmouth. 


y3 
Srocxianp Friznpiy Benerir Society, King’s Arms Inn, Stockland, Devon. May 3 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, April 14. 
Avex, James, Ecclesfield, York, Paper Manufacturer. May 15. 
J. Parker Rhodes & Co, Rother pa 
y 15. 


Heuxewar, ay Hulme, Manchester, Maltster. 
trar, Manchester. Dixon, Mancheste: 


France v Booth, Chitty 
Fletcher & Co v 


Hitimay, Harny, — a Lime burner. May 19. Hillman v Hillman, 
. Evans, 
Lu orp-EDWAnDS, Ricwarp, "seek, Carnarvon, Esq. May 8. Priestley v Trench, 


ekewich, J. Western, Essex st, ae 
tata Hewry, Mount Trafford, Eccles, Lancaster, Engineer. 
Morris, Registrar, Manc hester. Fox, Manchester 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 18, 


Heaps, Tuomas, Kendal, Westmoreland, Corn Dealer. May 22. 
Registrar, Liverpool. Masters, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 21. 
ame, oes Heaton, Bradford, Yorks, Innkeeper. June 1. 


May 14. Haynes v 


Thompson v Fletcher, 


Brear & Brown v Holmes, 
Freeman, Heaton 


itty, J. 
Pearce, Samvet, Fishponds, Gloucester, retired Innkeeper. May 18. 
North, J. Hobbs, Bristol 
Witurams, Jonny Tuomas, Wrotham, Kent, Butcher. May 25. Holland v Williams, 
orth, J. Emanuel & Co, Walbrook 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 25. 


Topp, Joserpu, New ter, Camberwell, Gent. May 20. Wright v King, Kekewich, J. 
Boulton & Co, Northampton sq, Clerkenwell 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 28. 
Fi.ves, James, Newton Heath, Lancaster, oe May 26. Brownhill v Fildes, Regis- 


Orford, Mancheste: 
Mcluwaaira, Rosert McEwen, Leadenhall 1 st. May 25. Burnett v Mcllwraith, Chitty, 


can, Coleman st 


Pearce v Pearce, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, April 28 

Avams, Gzorce, Hailey, Oxon, Esq June 10 HJ andT Child, Paul’s Bakehouse court, 

Doctor’s cmmons , 
A.tey, Samvet Aaron, Brighton, retired Dentist July1 Brighten & Lemon, Fenchurch 
oe. - ae Cuarces, Fundenhal], Norfolk, Surgeon June10 Culley, Norwich 
Beavumost, Jane, late Kensington Gardens ter June 1 Willoughby, Lincoln’sinn elds 
Bryax, Many, Catherine st, Liverpool June1 R & RH Radcliffe, Liverpool 
Coane, hd on Woodwalton, Hunts, Farmer May 27 Hunnybun & Sons, 
one, i Faroenicg, Point hill, Greenwich, Butcher June 1° Howard & Shelton, 
ee, ~~ pune Bocking, nr Braintree, Eseex June 9 Greenside, Ridgway pl, 
Day, ue Los ne Oates, California, U. 8. A., Bombay Army (retired) June 1 Phillips 
Farr, Mary Avy, Plymouth May 26 Bond & Co, Plymouth 
Pasay, Bowe, Martin st, nr Kirbymoorside, Yorks, Gent June i HW&R Pearson, 
Furst, Witiram Bernarp, Manchester, Velveteen Merchant May 18 Watson, Man- 
Forrapo, Jonx, Boarshead, Tunbridge Wells, Esq June 10 Harwood, Cannon st 
Gaixzs, Marrnew, Willesden Green, Publican May 31 Greig, Abingdon st, Westminster 
Gorpox, Joszrn, Burrage rd, Plumstead May 29 Greenep, Woolwich and Chancery lane 
Hatt, Wituram, Knighton, Leicester, Gent June13 J & R Harvey & Clarke, Leicester 
Haxsoy, Tuomas, Low Moor, Bradford, Innkeeper May 22 Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford 
Haxpy, Tuomas, Bishop’s Burton, nr Beverley, Yorks, Yeoman May 27 Crust & Co, 


Hastixos, Hanry Hear, Rochdale, Flannel Manufacturer May 31 Standring & Co, 


Hastixes, Wii11am Saurrn, Rochdale, Flannel Manufacturer May 31 Standring & Co, 


Hirst, Jonx, Hatfield, Woodhouse, Yorks, Yeoman May 15 Pawson, Doncaster 

Hume, Carouiz Stoxes, Bath May 20 Nicholson & Crouch, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Jacxsoy, Francis, Kingston upon Huli, Seed Crusher June10 Thorney & Son, Hull 
Ke.u, Epwarp, Crescent rd, Plumstead May 29 Greenep, Woolwich and Chancery lane 
Kewpe.t, W1111aM, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler June6 Bond & Co, Plymouth 
Lewes, Frepertck Evsrace, Cheltenham, Colonel (retired), Indian Army July 31 
Drew, Cheltenham 

Martinsoy, Mary Any, one Yorks July 4 Giddins, Wightman rd, Harringay 
Mercatre, Jouy, in Stannington, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Innkeeper May 30 
Thom Sheffield 


Murrny, Axya Lucy, Charles st, Berkeley sq May 31 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 


Nestix, Berwuanp Orro, Chesterfield st, Managing Director of German Bank of London, 
Lim June 20 Bircham & Co, Old Broad st 
Newnay, Emma, Falmouth May Rogers, Falmouth 


Nurraut, Exxis, Blackburn, ada June5 Walmsley & Yates, Blackburn 

Patuer, Witx14m, Gloucester, Grocer May 22 Jones & Blakeway, Gloucester 

Pixx, Witt1am Jouy, Ripon, Yorks, retired Grocer July 4 Giddins, Wightman rd 

y 

Rosixsox, Heney, Walton on Thames, Surrey, late Parish Clerk May 31 Godfrey & 
Webb, Walton on Thames 

Suaw, Tuomas, Esq, J P, D L, M P, Halifax June10 North & Sons, Leeds 

Srevens, Hannan Georoiana, Florence rd, Stroud Green May 31 Burne & Wykes, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Srevens, Josepa Biytu, Cheltenham, Gent May 31 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Srove, Witt1aM, Great Yarmouth, Gent June 12 Diver & Preston, Great Yarmouth 

Tuomas, Jony, Carnarvon, Ship Broker May 26 Owen, Carnarvon 

Tsompsoy, Joun Parke, Barrow in Furness, Grocer May 20 Postlethwaite & Son, 

Tipy, Rosrxson, Westcott, Dorking, Surrey June1 Purkis & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Turver, Witt1am, Holcroft rd, South Hackney, Gent May 30 ‘Tocque & Rodyk 

Wirxissos, Jaxz Erien, Ruyton of the Eleven Towns, Salop June 12 Farrer & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Witirams, Wii.14m, Sheffield, Blast Furnace Manager May 28 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

London Gazette.—Tuuspay, May 2. 
Apamson, Wit.1A4m, Cullercoats, Northumbrld, Esq June 15 Dees & Thompson, New- 
upon Tyne 

A.cock, Taomas, Foston, Lines, retired Farmer June8 Beaumont, Grantham 

A.uey, Many Aww, Gorleston, Suffolk May 28 Norton & Co, Lowestoft 

Barrett, Josern, Horsforth, Yorks, Butcher May 27 Craven, Horsforth 

Renee, Seat, New Swindon, Wilts, retired Mechanic June 15 Townsend & Jones, 


Bryant, Wee Nicuo.as, Churton st, Pimlico, formerly Licensed Victualler May 31 
Child 0, Guildhall chmbrs 

Butt, Raurs, Ringstead, co Northampton, Butcher May 27 French, Thrapston 

Cattox, Mary, York Junel5 H & J R Wood, York 

Cave, Witu14M Faeestox, Leicester, Fancy Hosier Mar 31 Gill, Leicester 

Ciaex, Henry, Barrow in Furness, Horsedriver June 16 Townsend, Barrow in Furness 

CiiTHEROW, Jane, Horncastle, Lincs May 31 Dee, Horncastle 

Cotruay, Gzorcs, Fleckney, Leics, Gent Junell Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Fosrsr, Freperice, Eagle Wharf 7d, Hoxton July1 Gard & Co, Gresham bldgs 

Fow.er, Hayman, Serjeants’ inn, Temple May 31 Witty, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Fu.xes, Gzoree, Frindsbury, Kent, Maltster May 25 Robinson, Strood 

Gostine, Mary, Wivelsfield, Sussex May 31 Drake & Lee, Lewes 

Hanson, Ganpiver, Sheffield, retired Saddler June 24 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 

Hesvey, Joseru, Chapel Allerton, Leeds, Gent Junel Scott, Leeds 

Hewes, Jonn Hexny, Highbury New Park, Surgeon May 25 Dodd, New Broad st 

Hicxs, Taomas Wit.t14m Plymstock, Devon, Colonelin the Army,C.B. June10 Prance 

Hirst, Jony, if id, Woodhouse, Yorks, Yeoman May15 Pawson, Doncaster 

Hopasoy, Mary Ann, Butterthwaite, Ecclesfield, Yorks June30 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Key, James Jenemian, Molyneux chmbrs, Goswell rd, Solicitor June 24 Wetherfield 

Kine, James Francis, y, Gent July 27 Whiston, Derby 


LANGSTONE, .— Leaces Fe.iows, mnt, Barrow in Furness, Mercantile Clerk 


June 20 Barrow in 
Lavicouyt, Senpuant Wixrss, Cheltenham June 17 Winterbothams & Gurney, 
Cheltenham 


Levert, Evizazets, Kingston upon Hull June27 Champney, Hull 

Marruews, Bexsauty, Colchester, Timber Merchant June 10 Pope & Co, Colchester 

Mutett, Freperick puaweres, J Albion st, Hyde park sq, Auctioneer June 1 C &8 
Harrison & Co, lord ro’ 


Parxer, Grorce FERDINAND ome Mayfield ter, Blackheath, Captain R N retired 
June 14 Marsden & — Old Cavendish st 
Ruoapes, Many, Cheltenham June4 Billings, Cheltenham 


Rossow, Arwotp Henry, Sunderland, Solicitor June12 Trewhitt, Sunderland 
SirxewsTapt, Jony Geonae, Didsbury, nr Manchester, Esq July 1 Earle & Co, Man- 
aa, elie Little Lever, Lancs, Clerk June 30 Watkins & Son, Bolton 

Surrn, Witt1am THomsoy, Cheltenham June1 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 
Taytor, James, Ellenbrook, Worsley, Lancs, Publican June 30 Earle, Sons, & Co, 
TuacxraH, Jane, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Widow June1 Clough, Cleckheaton 

Tuousox, Davip ALexanpeR, Liverpool, Gent June 30 Harrison, Liverpool 

Watxer, Sir Ayprew Barciay, Osmaston Manor, co Derby, Bart June 15 Miller & Co, 
am ans, Kingston upon Hull, Widow Junei4 England & Co, Hull 
Wiucocx, James, Manchester July1 Earle, Sons & Co, Manchester 





Hastixos, Sanan, Rochdale, Flannel Manufacturer May 31 Standring & Co, Rochdale 


Yates, Hexry Georar, Bromley, Kent June13 Ince & Co, Fenchurch st 





MARINAS REG Re dee 


. 
SFA BR ISS RAY 





Aina eRe 


tus 
wef 


¥ 


er ESS 


¥. 


ishing 


ia 





Bee e =~ SY Se Sh he lh 


Beur 
1 








ie 


ess 


nce 


field 
field 


lerk 


ney, 


t Co, 











May 13, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 














BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Amery, Jony, Chard, Somerset, Manufacturer Taunton 
Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Arxixsos, Heyry @uoesn late of Ore, nr Hastings High 

court Pet May 2 Ord May 17 

Buswe.., Atrrep Wriiiam, Ucester, Pawnbroker Lei- 
cester Pet May 8 Ord May 

Coney, Harnis, Merthyr . Picture Framer Merthyr 
Ty Pet May1 O mre 

Danre.s, Wiii14M, Burton on mt, Cooper Burton on 


Trent Pet May3 Ord Ma as rt ie 
erefordshire, Leo- 


Davies, Cuartes, Weobley 
minster Pet May 2 Ord Ma’ 

Davis, Jonn Hewry, Leeds, late cider Leeds Pet May 
83 Ord May 3 


Dentoy, Joun, Halifax, Greengrocer Halifax Pet May 2 
Ord May 2 


Dowovax, , ar Watrer, Luton, Beds, Soiees Box 
Maker Luton Pet May3 Ord May 
r~ i Grores Witiam, Charing ath rd, late Licen- 
d Victualler High Court Pet Mar 21 ‘Ord May 2 
anferres, | sr Suma Innkeeper 


Bowanne Epwarp, 
Wrexham Pet May 2 Ord Ma 
Farmer, Ennest, Bournemouth, Tai 4, Poole Pet May 2 
Ord May 2 


y 
Gavupery, Caarues, Nassington, a ee, Farmer 
eterborough ‘Pet May 1 Ord Ma: 
Granam, Jonx, Huddersfield, House Fevnisher Hudders- 
a field Pet April 28 = ‘April 28 setter: "Dillins 
ADDLESEY, Marxnaa Cuanies, Borough e, Yor! 
Plumber York Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Hawkins, Gzoror Reeve, Monks Eleigh, Suffolk, Builder 
Ipswich Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
Ho.iivzakez, Epwis, Manchester, Mill Furnisher Man- 
chester May 2 Ord May 2 
Howarp, Atsert Jouy, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet 
May 3 May 3 
Houppakrt, Exiza, late of Blackpool, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Preston Pet May3 Ord May 3 
Janvis, Francis Ropotrs, Kingston upon Hull, “1% 
Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet May1 Ord May 
Jones, James ALrrep, Runcorn, Cheshire, Mineral Water 
Mauufacturer Warrington Pet a Ord , Ae 
Josu, Isaac, Terrington in Clements, Norfolk, 
King’s Lynn Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
Jump, Taomas, Preston, Commission Agent Preston Pet 
Mayi Ord Mayi 
Kerve, CHARLES yy be stus, Pembridge crescent, eo | 
Hill, Retired Governor of one ” i M Prisons Hig 
Court Pet April10 Ord May 
Kixe, Cuantes Hersert, Tonbridee, Or Builder ‘Cun- 
bridge Wells Pet May2 Ord May 
a... oun Groree, late Moorgate : "ate Stock Dealer 
High Court Pet Mar9 Ord May 3 
Mayunew, Anruvurs Bensamixn, Weston super Mare, In- 
surance Agent Bristol Pet May2 Ord May 2 
wom, Annis, Bolton, Draper Bolton Pet May 1 Ord 
ayl 
Park, Ropert, Charterhouse bldgs, Bookbinder High 
urt Pet Aprili5 Ord May 3 
Ray - Cardiff, Fishmonger Cardiff Pet May 
yl 
Suitn, CHar.es ae, Canterbury Canterbury Pet 
May2 Ord May 2 
Srartixn, Freperick Wiiwram, Aston, Warwickshire, 
a. Carriage Builder Birmingham Pet May 
2 
a dete Sheffield, Publican Sheffield Pet 
ay 3 May 3 
wae Cuartes Witxtns, Swadlincote, Derbyshire, 
ia ta tchmaker Burton on Trent Pet April 29 Ord 
i 
Tixy, Senees, Bristol, Sheet Iron Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet Aprili9 Ord May 1 
Varx, Jous, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet May3 Ord May3 


Waker, Jonny, and James Dent, ees ee Mer- 
chants Leeds Pet April12 Ord Ma: 
nis Cu - —— Upbolsterer Nottingham 
et 1 May1i 
Wesster, WM Me Gia ious Estate, Tottenham, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Novi9 Ord April 28 
Wivcery, Jouy Tucker, Westbourne grove, Draper High 
W Court _ Pet May 3 hi ay 4 rade, High rd 
nignt, Frank Bett, chele parade, 
wood, Grocer High Court Pet April 26 Odie l 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Be.rox, Wiitiam Atrrep, High st, mig yd Tobacconist 
May 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

BLAaNcuFLowseR, Wasa Fontaey Nostell, Licensed 
Victualler “May 17 at 10.45 W B Whall, Market sq, 
King’s Lynn 

Boarpmay, Joun Cuantes, St Helen’s, Builder May 17 at 
8 Off Ree, 8¢, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Breaxwe.t, Ricnarp Vincent, and Fayyy Breaxwet1, 
Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Coach Builders May 12 at 
12.30 Miller Corbet, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Broom, Wiiitam, Colchester, Tailor May 24 at 11.15 
Townhall, Colcheste 

Bryay, Racuet, Kidderesinster, Confectioner May 12 at 
12.45 GA Weston, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Carrer, Cnantes Henry, Newtown, Henl 
Farmer May 12at12 Queen’s Hotel, 

Cawrnroy, Cuartes Hatsreap, Leeds, Merchant Tailor 
May 12at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Cuatus, Emmua, Greenwich, Ship Chandler May 15 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Crark, Gzorce Farpericn, Wood Suffolk, Hair- 
dresser’s 


on Thames, 


bridge, 
May 16 at 11.80 Off Bec, 36, 


ce Saeee South st, Isleworth, Pork Butcher 12 
MELE LS ty 
mor, OnN, y 


Gacpens a me ey ee ot ged 
Ma: ww Courts, New rd, 
A Commission 


Pe. b 5 z, Kingston Hall, 
‘Agent’ May 13 at 11.90 Of Hee, Trinity House lane, 


Granam, Jony, Huddersfield, House Furnisher May 12 
at3 Off Reo, 6, Queen st, Hudde rsfield 
Grero, Launie, Abbey rd, oy at Wood, Financial Agent 
May 12 ati2 Bankruptcy buildings, C st 
Havpiesey, Marxnam Cuarues, Borough Yorks, 
— May 16 at 11.30 Off Reo, 28, Stonegate, 
or! 


Haayarp, Rosert, Kingston upon Hull, Surgeon May 13 
atll Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 


Harprve, ne, Mexth fil, Bootmaker May 15 


at12 Off Rec, Merthyr 
RMAN, AvoEnt, Licensed Victualler 
— 12 at 12.15 Miller Corbet, solicitor, Kidder- 


inster 
Harrisoxn, Witit1am, Station Town, we, 
Contractor May i2at3 Off Rec, 25, J 5 ee 


land 

Hawkins, Grorce Rerve, Monks Eleigh, Suffolk, Builder 
May 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ips wich 

Hvucues, Tuomas, Trealaw, Glam, Builder May 15 at 3 
Off Ree, Merth 

JouNSON, 


Joan, pad eee 8 STeruEn Aldgate, | * 
ee Dealers May 15 at 12 repeey bilge, 
street 

Jounstonxer, A D, Princes st, Westeninaion, Engineer May 
12 at1 : aco Carey st 

Jump, be een Peace, Commission Agent May 12 at 3 

oe Saee e st, Preston 

Keuiasp, & j anton ver st, ~y yeaa May 
15 at 12 

Kino, Os Geronce, Leavening, ¥ , Farmer May 12 at 11.30 


Leacs, Wiiuiam, Oldham, or May l2atil Off Rec, 
Bank chm 


Queen st, Oldham 
_ ~ Confectioner May 12 at3 


hester, Jeweller May 1 
chmbs, 23, Colmore row, 
mingham 
Macxenzi, G W, Gt Yi 


eldham, Clerk in Holy 
Orders May 24at 11.45 Townhall, 
Moorz, D L M, Cannon st May 16 ‘at 12 Bankruptcy 


, Carey st 
Moreay, "Eooun, late Union ri, Rotherhithe, Wholesale 
Firewood Merchant May 15xt11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


ota st 
NEwLaynD, a Gt Grimsby, Dock Labourer May 13 
at 11.30 ff Reo, 15, Osborne st, Gt rae ae | 
Niowo.s, Wiuutan Tuowas, Queen’ a. , Builder 
y 16 at 11 ptcy 
es, Se, Boltun, Draper May 12 at 3 16, Wood st, 


Nose, rr, SS Gt ea ye Sooo May 13 at il Off 

Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Pungse, _Joenen, Hal ‘ EO Labourer 

a at 2.30 wa: or Bangor 
Reap, Joux, hg Foro, Plasterer May 12 at 11 
Ree, 22, Park to a "Leeds 

Ruopes, Frep, Bradford, Cabinet Maker May 15 at 11 
Off 81, Manor row, Bradford 

ar “4 ames, Withington, nr Manchester, Mercantile 

Clerk May 12 at 3.30 County chmbrs, Market place, 


Stockport 
Rizey, Grorer, ee te ur Burnley, formerly Insurance 
pent May 18 at Hotel, Nicholas st, 
Rocers, tm Carter st, Walworth, Medical Box Turner 
May 12 at ll ——— gy: = pad, 
Sxaw, Samvzt, Bilston, y 23 at 10.30 
Off Rec Wetcccemeton 
ae ee James, 3 Bacton, Herefordshire, Miller May 19 


T a wt Harel mse Swadlincote, 
‘AYLOR Resin ILKINS, 

Watchmaker May 17 at 11.30 Midland Hotel, DS Station 
st, Burton on Trent 
Turrie, Joun, Bolton, Provision Dealer May 13 at 10.30 
16, Wood st, Bolton 
Vurcest, Saran Any, Colchester, late Postmistress May 

24 at 12.15 Townhall, Colchester 
Grocer May 16 at12 Off Ree, 


Wess, Wirt1am, I 
Cheshire, Licensed Victualler 
Macclesfield 


mn Bridge st, | 

"8 

Lisman, Istpore, Cheetha 
at 3 Off Rec, Whitehall 


36, st, 
Woop, Jouy, Holmes 
May 12at12 23, King Edward st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Amery, Joux Somerset, Manufacturer Taunton 
Pet May i Ont Mey 1 

Brewis, Epwazp, late a Catford, Ken pease Share 
Dealer Court Pet Mar 17 Ord’ Ma 


Buswett, Aurreep Witiiam, Leicester, Seshanies 
y3 Ord May 3 
Conex, Hanais, Merthyr Tyee. “+ Framer Merthyr 
Pet April 28 


rd May 
Cox, Groner, Ieleworth, Pork Butcher Brent- 
ford Pet April 20 Ord Ma: 
CoxweLL, Legge Besser g Ginates. Worthing, Physician 


27 Ord May 38 
Crovcn, Jonny, and 
Warwickshire, 


A 
Rry Avevustvus Smuirn, poe a mg 
Hat Manufacturers 


Mar 27 Ord April 29 
Dantes, WiitsaM, Burton on ee, Cooper Burton on 


Trent Pet May 3 has Bere 


Daviss, Gases, = 
minster Pet May 1 

Davis, Joun Hewry, Leeds, — ore Leeds Pet 
May3 Ord May 3 

Dextox, Joun, Halifax, Greengrocer Halifax Pet May 2 
Ord May 2 


Gasman, nan, ous, 
meen Ware And 99 0 and 
Manufacturers 


Mord ‘bot Mae at 
honmen Rocce teers Stiie 8 Builder 
Ere tars He re mh 
Hears, Tuomas Stawway, Hilderstone, or se, Staffs, 
Stafford Pet Feb 27 Ord Apr 


ree Perer ira Die 
om, 


Clement’s, Norfolk, Farmer 


yf ay 2 Ord May 2 Preston Pet 


Martis, ry , Baker Truro Pet April 22 
Nrxox, Aen, Bolton, Draper Bolton Pet May 1 Ord 


Sekt, Joux Mercatrs, Ipswich, Solicitor Ipswich 
Pet April 15 Ord May 1 
Quairs, Jean, Taian Canterbury Pet April 


25 May 
word May Fishmonger Cardiff Pet May 1 
Ord’ May : 


2 
CHaRLes ay an Canterbury Canterbury Pet 

~~ Ord May 2 
Srartin, Faeverice hy Aston, Warwickshire, 
poegenn € Builder Birmingham Pet May 
om nr Brighouse, [ankeeper 


reps, gs ye ~y > re ~ Po 
Pet A 10 

Tarzaaaatiy, Jaan, ig Bhettield, Publican Sheffield Pet 
T. ce) ms eee Swadlincote, 
AYLO! HA. Derbzchion, 

Watchmaker Burton on Trent Pet April 

rat SOU, Tene Leeds Pet May 3 Ord 

v : J Suaw, and Franc Row.anps Fisuer, Halif, 
Cabinet Makers Halifax Pet April 5 Ord Ma 2 
Waker, Wiiiuiam Henry, Overend, Crad 

Licensed Victualler Stourbridge Pet 


ax 

Maz 8. “Ged 

Ww. , Upholsterer Nottingham 
—_ 8 1 ang 


Wi : yg 4 Birkdale, Lounderer’ 
tapeon, James Gents, | i las ‘8 


Y Cu. Hon New Broad a Merchant 
ARMUTH, anaes Re e+ A 


The f ing amended notice is substituted that 
waa em Py mye my By Pt o> 


tora yastad rays bo ae “Si 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Day, Mary Ayx, Derby Derby Adjud Feb 17 Annul 
April 27 . 
London Gasette—Tusspay, May 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Autzy, W Holmes Sat, Cheshire, Horticultural 
Builder Macclesfield Pet May5 Ord May 5 
Currris, Aurrep, Leicester, Hosiery Dealer Leicester 


Coorgr, Jacos , Bangor, Tailor Bangor Pet 
May4 Ord May 4 

Cores, Ramee ia Sek eee Leeds 

ee | Tailor Canterbury Pet 
Tomas, Lianfihagel Carmarthenshire, 

vite Carmarthen Pet 4 4 


Fiazuv, 1 B, Ot Winchester maar bet, Comentation Agent High 


FoNSyaverhanplon Pee May Ord May 4 


Praxeq, Assaeg ALzERt, ae One ee Hanley, Burslem, 


ous a A a 
Ca ate reer im 








Princess st, Ipswich 
Cutox, Hewny James, Kidderminster, Grocer May 12 
at12 Miller Corbet, Solicitor, Kidderminster 


mong, “6 ye Innkeeper. 





May 5 














4 


Gipsoy, AE Gt Dover st, Southwark, Pianoforte 
Manufacturer High Court Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Gires, Toomas James, Hampstead rd, Fishmonger High 

Court Pet May4 Ord May 4 
Frepericxk Curistian, Ulverston, Pork 
Photo- 


Go.tTeyBorn, 
Butcher Ulverston Pet May3 Ord May 3 
GREAVES Cee Epwarp, Middleton, inom, 
grapher Oldham Pet May5 Ord May 5 
Garenway, Josern Exvrox, at H M Prisca, Wormwood 
Seru - aed Auctioneer High Court Pet April 13 


Gairrirns Daviv, Neath, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet May | 
5 Ord May5 

Griz, Rosent, Settle, Yorks, Joiner Bradford Pet April 
20 Ord May 4 

Hatt, Grorce ag Ely, Solicitor Cambridge Pet 
Mar9 Ord May 


Hatwey, = ND, vp, Steeple Claydon, Bucks, Farmer Ban- 
bury P rd May 5 

Honyer, T We 
Pet Mar 22 Ord May 5 


uae en Pi st, avttieh, Mill Owner High | 


19 Ord M 
Hum, ~_ t+ item, 
gh Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Jexnixes, Grorae Witiiam, York, Fireman with North- 
Eastern Railway Co York Pet May6 Ord May 6 

— Joux, Preston, Coal Dealer Pet May 5 

y 5 

Jonxson, Atrrep, Ingleby Arncliffe, nr Northallerton, 
Yorks, Mail Cart Driver Stockton on Tees and Mid- 
dlesborough Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

Jouxsox, Tuomas, Romola rd, Herne Hill, Gent High 
Court Pet Dec9 Ord May 5 

Jones, F W, late Fortune Gate ter, ge late Butcher 

High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord Ma 


ay 5 


Preston 


ay 5 
Jonrs, pegmane, I Holyhead, Boot Dealer Bangor Pet May 
¥5 


Ma 

Lez, Wittiam, wef eae Cheshire, Grocer Macclesfield 
Pet May5 Ord May 

Mepvey, Cuanrces, West Brighton, Egg Dealer 
Pet Feb 25 Ord M ay 4 

Mittoy, Tuomas, Westwood, nr Broadclist, ap Black- 
smi Exeter Pet April 24 Ord May 4 

NICHOLLS, Casnen, Charlton Kings, Glos, Farmer Chel- 
tenham Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Patmer, Exiza, Stockton on Tees, Boot Dealer Stockton 
on Tees Pet May4 Ord May 4 

Payxg, Grorce, Erdington, Warwickshire, Plumber 
mingham Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Reap, Cartes. Raymonp, Winc yo Wheelwright 
Winchester Pet May 5 Ord May 

Roserts, Ricuarp Huon, late of Tintepedl, retired Master 
Mariner High Court Pet April 12 Ord May 4 

Ross1, Lovis, Meleombe Regis, Dorset, Hairdresser 
chester Pet May6 Or May 6 

Rezey, I, Sclater st, Bethnal green, Cabinet Maker 
J Pet April15 Ord May 4 


Brighton 


Bir- 


Dor- 


High 

Court 

Sapo, Kxup, Wool Exchange, Saniaies Merchant 

s h Court, ney, Shire ous Meg 3 

HAW, Harry Percy rewsbury, Naturalist Shrewsbu 

Pet May4 Ord 2: x 

SmatiBone, WALTER, Selisbury, Innkeper Salisbury Pet 
May 5 May 5 

Suita, Gzorce Wituiam, Derby, Cabinet Maker 
Pet May 5 May 5 

Sranigzortu, Wituram, Beighton, Derbyshire, retired 
ao Manufacturer Sheffield Pet April 7 Ord 

y 
Srzet, Joun, Barrow in Furness, Joiner Barrow in Furness 
et May 4 Ord May 4 

Tuompsox, Taomas nl North Shields, + 4 Manager 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet May6 Ord May 

Warts, J Hunter & Co, Seething lane, Chemists High 
Court Pet Mari8 Ord May 4 

Ware, Cuantes, late of West Smethwick, Staffs, Journey- 
man Baker West Bromw@ich Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Wiiupay, Fraxx, Coventry, Watch Case Manufacturer 

ventry Pet April 21 Ord May 3 

Weg, oa oa apy ee, Managing Director 
o 0! ‘o, Lim i Court Pet April 18 
Ord May 4 . ’ 

Zeit, Joseru, Duke st, me Importer of Tobacco- 
nists’ Fancy Goods Court Pet May 4 Ord 


Derby 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of January 6 :— 


Bayuis, Gongs, Stourport, Mitton, Wores, Car Proprietor 
Kidderminster Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of March 28 


Spgecaty, Frevericx Matruew, Kidderminster, Fancy 
Draper Kidderminster Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bewyett, James, Watersplash Farm Shepperton May 17 
at 11.30 24, Railway approach, PY tenien Bridge . 
Bueasz, Roser, Altrincham, Cheshire, Bricksetter May 
16 at 11.30 Ogden’ 3 chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Brown, Cuarces, Frogmore, Kingswalden, Herts, Publi- 
can May 25 at 11.30 Court house, Lutcn 
Buswreit, Atrrep WittraM, Leicester, Pawnbroker 
16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Cuetrir, Atrrep, Leicester, Hosiery Dealer May 16 at 3 

Of $4, Friar lane, Leicester 
Daviets, ns sae Burton on Trent, Coope 
11.158 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Det, Wit11aM Heyny, Watford, Herts, Grocer 
3 Off Rec, 95, Tem ‘emple chmbrs, Temple avenue 


Eppies, Wiitrax, Torqua , Builder May 18 at 10.30 Off | 
Ree, 13, Bedf 4 Sar 


‘ord circus, Exeter 


Erxest, + op, gare Tailor May 16 at 12.30 


Fame 
Off 
Grocer 


Ma: 
rough , 


a Emity apt Thirsk, Yorks, Famil 
Sati2 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles 


| 
ncery Jane, Auctioneer High Court | 


Peterborough, Horse Dealer | 


May | 


Tr May 17 at 


May 16 | 
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Grime, Rosen, Settle, Yorks, Joiner May 18 at 11 os 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Hamiitox, Grorcr James, Birkenhead, Grocer May 18 at 
3 OF Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Howett, Hexry Eowarp, Cheltenham, Market Gardener 
May 18 at4 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Hupparr, Euiza, late of Blackpool, Fancy Goods Dealer 
May 17 at 3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
| Huowes, Ricnarp, Morriston, nr Swansea, Maltster May 
1é6at2 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Hverry, Tuomas W. — Peterborough. Horse Dealer 
May 26 at 12.15 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Jenxnincs, Grorer Wiiiiam, York, Fireman with North- 
Eastern Railway Co May 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, York 
| Josu, Isaac, Terrington St Clements, Norfolk, Farmer 
Mayi7at10 W B Whall, Market sq, King’s Lynn 
| Keewe, Cuartes Avoustus, Pembridge crescent, Notting 
Hill, retired Govesnor of one of H M Prisons May 18 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Kixc, Ema Ex.en, Westbourne, Bournemouth, late Corn 
Merchant May 17 atil Antelope Hotel, Poole 
LAFFAN, Epwarp Murray, Stretford, Lanes, Doctor of 
Medicine May 17 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 
Lawrence, Freperick Wriiiiam, Blaenavon, Mon, 
Butcher’s Manager May 16 at 12 Off Ree, ‘Merthyr 
Tydfil 
Lez, Samuet, Dewsbury, Wool Merchant May 17 at 3 Off 
Rec, Bank chambers, Batley 
Ler, Timotny Jon, Birmingham, Boot Maker May 19 at 
11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Levy, Wittiam, Swansea, Picture Frame Manufacturer 
May 16 at12 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Lister, Joun Grorce, late ‘of Moorgate st, late Stock 
Dealer May 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy buildings, Carey 
street 
Mart, Joun Groreer, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, House 
Agent May 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Peter's Church 
walk, Nottingham 
Maywnow, Leow, Liverpool, Oriental Merchant May 17 at 2 
Off Ree, 35, Vietoria st, Liverpool 
MitTox, Tuomas, Ww estwood, nr Broadclist, Devon, Black- 
smith May 1S at 10.30 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, 
Exeter 
Ormenop, Caartes Wit.1aMm, King’s Heath, Wores, Grocer 
May 18 ati1 23, Colmore row, Birmingham. 
Park, Rosert, Charterhouse buildings, Bookbinder May 
17 at 12 Bankruptcy ae Carey st 
Reap, Cuartes Raymonp, Winchester, Wheelwright May 
25 at3 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Ricxarsy, Artaur Grorce, Abingdon, Berks, Pharmaceu- 
tical Chemist May 16 at 3.30 St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Rosertsoy, Epwarp, Pentonville vt Clerkenwell, Milk 
Dealer May 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Routuives, Ropert, Leeds, Grocer’s Manager May 16 at 13 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, ds 
Suaw, Harry Percy, Shrewsbury, Naturalist May 16 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 
Soutn, Ervest H, pag chmbrs, Stockbroker May 17 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bid igs, Carey st 
Srewanp, Isapevia, Eightlands, Dewsbury, Refreshment 
Bar Keeper May 16 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Batley 
Wapswortn, Jonny Hexry, Dewsbury, Warehouseman 
May 16 at4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Witipay, Frank, Coventry, Watch Case Manufacturer 
May 18 at11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Wricrt, Franxx Bewt, late Chichele parade; High rd, 
Cricklewood, Grocer May 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 
Wrwsw, Tuomas, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler May 17 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLEN, Witttam, Holmes Chapel, Cheshire, Horticultural 
Builder Macclesfield Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Barnet, James Ganpyer, Fenchurch st, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet Mar2 Ord May 5 

Burriver, Wiit1am, Calstone Mill, nr Calne, Wilts, Miller 
Swindon Pet Feb4 Ord May 4 

Cuetrie, Atrrep, Leicester, Seciery Dealer Leicester 
Pet May 1 Ord May 5 

Crowes, Harry Larro, "Strand, Solicitor High Court 

et Mar1 Ord May 5 

Cooke, Grorce Harry, Warwick, Boot Manufacturer 
Warwick Pet April7 Ord May 3 

Cooprr, Jacos TuarosaLp, Bangor, Tailor 
May 4 Ord May 4 

Crostuwaitr, Ropert, Queen Li en im Iron Merchant 
High Court Pet AprilS Ord May 

Detarons, Harcover W. B., H. M. ship “ Canada,” 
Kingston, Jamaica, Assistant Paymaster in the Navy 
High Court Pet Sept 19 Ord May 5 

Dexxe, Ricwarp, Folkestone, Tailor 
May4 Ord May5 

Excrianxp, Wit11am James, Derby, Coal Merchant Derby 
Pet April5 Ord May 5 

Er.stery, H, Commercial st, ~ epee Tailor High 
Court Pet Mar13 Ord May 5 

Evans, Troms, Lianfihangel Abercowin, Senna, 
Farmer Carmarthen Pet May4 Ord May 

Evans, Witi14M, Llanfihangel, Abercowin, Teteeaniie ire, 
Farmer Carmarthen Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Faro, James, Fareham, Hants, Saddler Portsmouth Pet 
May 4 Ord May 4 

| Fixsry, Jouy, and Jouy Heyry Gortye, Burton on Trent, 
Cooper’s Vat Makers Burton on Trent Pet May 5 
Ord May 5 

Witutiam, Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer 

Wolverhampton Pet May4 Ord May 6 

Foss, Jonn, Maida Vale, Agent High Court Pet Mar 18 
Ord May 5 5 

Fywxey, ALzert, Milton, Staffs, Joiner F meee Burslem, 
and Tunstall Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Gites, Tuomas James, Ham rd, Fishmonger High 
Court Pet May4 Ord 4 


Bangor Pet 


Canterbury Pet 











RTE Freperick Curistiax, Ulverston, Pork 
Butcher Ulverston Pet May3 Ord May 4 

Gazaves, Anraur Eowarp, Middleton, Lance, Photographer 
Oldham Pet May4 Ord May5 

Greaves, G. T., late ey st, Journalist High Court 
Pet Sept 20 Ord May 5 

Hapruiesey, Marxnam Cnares, Borenghbeiage, York, 
Plumber York Pet May1 Ord May 

Hariey, Eouunp, Steeple yao, Bucks, "Former Ban- 
bury Pet May4 Ord May 

Hurry, Tuomas Warsoy, _ | Horse Dealer 
Peterborough Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Jexnines, Georce Wit.iam, York, Fireman with North- 
Eastern Railway Co York Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Jenson, Joun, Preston, Coal Dealer Preston Pet May 5 

Ord May 5 
Jouxsox Aurnxo, oe. ney Arncliffe, near Northailerton, 
orks, ver Stockton Le Tees and 

anak Pet May3 Ord May 

Jones, Ricnarp, — genes Boot ioe 
May5 Ord May5 

Lee, Witi1am, Sandbach, Cheshire, Grocer 
Pet May4 Ord May 5 

Marr, Joun Georce, Sutton ia Ashfield, Notts, 
Agent Nottingham Pet April5 Ord May 5 

McCu toca, Samvev, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Mar 
14 Ord May 4 

Mepvey, Caarves, West Brighton, Egg Dealer 
Pet Feb 21 Ord May 6 

More, Bentwey, 8t "a Cornwall, Gent Truro Pet 
April 8 Ord May 

Moroan, Bexsamiy, Secsheshe Dock, Hotel Keeper Pem- 
broke Dock Pet April14 Ord May 2 

Pautuer, Exiza, Stockton on Tees, Boot Dealer 
on Tees Pet May4 Ord May 4 

Park, Rosxrr, Charterhouse bldgs, Bookbinder High 
Court Pet April15 Ord May 6 

Reap, Cuartes Raymonp, Winchester, 
Winchester Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Ricxarsy, Arraur Georce, Abingdon, Berks, Pharma- 
ceutical Chemist Oxford Pet April 29 Ord May 6 

Suaw, Samvet, Bilston, + cd Grocer Wolverhampton 
Pet April13 Ord May 6 

Suiru, GrorGE vane. Derby, Cabinet Makers Derby 
Pet May5 Ord May 

Sreet, Jonny, Barrow in ain Joiner Barrow in Furness 
Pet May 4 Ord May 5 

Waite, Cures, late of West Smethwick, Staffs, Journey- 
man Baker West Bromwich Pet April 27 Ord 


May 4 
Wituipay, Frank, Coventry, Warwickshire, Watch Case 
Manufacturer Coventry Pet April2l Ord May 5 
Wirave.t, Jouxn Tuomas, Manningham, pti, out of 
business Bradford Pet Mar2i Ord May 4 
Worr, Georce Garcia, London wall, Managing Director 
of GG yaad & Co,Lim High Court Pet April 18 
Ord May 
Wericart, en Bett, late Chichele parade, High rd, 
Cricklewood, Grocer High Court Pet April26 Ord 
May 4 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of January 6 :— 
Bayuis, Gore, Stourport, Mytton, Worcs, Car Proprietor 
Kidderminster Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 2 
The following amended notice is substituted for om pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of March 28 


Speecutey, Freperick Matruew, iene. 8 ee 
Draper Kidderminster Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 


Bangor Pet 
Macclesfield 


House 


Brighton 


Stockton 


Wheelwright 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
15th.—Messrs. Searave, Browettr, & Tay.or, at the 
art, E.C., Life Policies (see advertisement, April 29th, 

p. 447). 

May 16th.—Messrs. Humpent, Son, & Fitnt, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Property (see adv ertlsement, 
this week, p. 4). 

May 17th.—Dovetas Youna, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, April 
29th, p. 4). 

May 18th.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayriexp, at the 

alt Moon Hotel, Exeter, at 3 o’clock, Residential and 
Freehold Properties (see advertisement, ‘Ageil 29th, p. 4). 


All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Ma: 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 1 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxticrrors’ JOURNAL, | 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound § 
at the ofce—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calj, 
5s. 6d. 








